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The increments given in table 6.2.1 for each type of private school
are positive, showing that students of the same background characteristics
have generally higher achievement in both of these types of private schools
than in the public shools. Bowever, the differences are ceduced compared to
the raw differences from table 6.1.3 (shown in the lower half of tablé 6.2.1),
because of the statistical control of family background. Moreover, the
increments are slightly higher for Catholic schools than for other private
schools.

Comparing the Catholic and other private background-controlled
increments to the caw increments shows that for Catholic schools, between half
and two thirda of the caw increments are eliminated by the statistically
controlled background differences, and for other private schools, over two
thirds of the raw incremeunts are eliminated. The greater reduction for
student; in the other private schools is due to the fact that thgir back-
grounds diffecr more from public school students than do the backgrounds of
Catholic school students.

The backgrbund standardized senior public school increment, shown on
the fourth row of table 6.2.1, provides us with two additional pieces of
information regarding achievement in public and private schools. First, the
fact that the estimates are all slightly lawer than what would be estimated
from the raw achievement séores (shown in the lower half of the table)
indicates that the family backgrounds of seniors are slightly higher than
thogse of sophomores, a difference that is attributable to greater dropout
rates between grades 10 and 12 for students from lower sociocecomomic
backgrounds. Thus the estimated growth from sophomore to senior years, which

appears low in table 6.1.3, is even less than what appears there.



-195-

Second, comparing the sophomqre increments in Catholic and other
gchools with senior increments in public schools indicates that thé

¢ school increments are about half as large, that is, about one grade
while the other private increments are about half as large in

julary and matheﬁatics, but only about a fifth as large in reading. Thus,
yt for reading comprehensioh in the other private schools, in which the
ment is almost negligible, the estimated increments due to attendance at
holic or other private schools are about one grade level.

| It is useful to ask about the robustness of these results. They
rather robust under changes in background variables (though use of

ts of the background variables shows greater effects) and under changes

subtests to full tests. If we use the full tests in reading, vocabulary,

‘mathematics, we obtain the following estimated increments:

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

Public school sophomores 8.92 10.67 18.39

Catholic increment .67 .99 1.17
(.085) (.091) (.159)

Other private increment .37 .73 1.50
(.030) (.185) (.321)

he private school increments are larger for the full tests, but expressed as
actions of the total number of items in the test (19, 21, and 38 rather than
8, and 18) they are very close to the same. (Standard errors of the
crements, obtained by the method described in the footnote to table 6.2.1,

_ dare in parentheses.)

If a single regression equation with dummy coefficients for each of

he private sectors is used, rather than separate private and public

ﬁuations, we find that, except in vocabulary, the estimated increments are

_ somewhat smaller than those found in table 6.2.1 for the subtests and innthe

sting above for the full tests:
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Subtests Full tests

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

Coefficients: :
Catholic .26 -4l 46 .54 .92 .88
(.04) (.04) (.09) (.09) (.09) (.16)
Other private .02 31 .22 .06 b4 .75
(.07) (.06) (.12) (.11) (.12) (.21)

However, most of the effects remain at a sizable level. In all cases,
except three for other private schools (reading subtest and full test, and the
mathemathics subtest), the sizes of the coefficlents are considerably greater
than twice their standard errors (shown in parenthesis).

Thus, using several different estimates, we find that after
controlling for varying student background characteristics, Catholic school

sophomores perform at the highest level, sophomores in other private schools

next, and sophomores in the public schools lowest. And the differences
between the public sophomore performance and each of the two private sectors
is significant under each method.

Another way to examine differential effects of public and private
schools is suggested in table 6.1.3, showing the raw scores of sophomores and

seniors in each sector on identical subtests. We can make a sophomore to

senior comparison similar to that in section 6.1, but controlling on family

background differences. In effect, this is an extension of table 6.2.1 and

can be estimated at the senior level for each of the private sectors, as

follows:

where Ij is the added senior increment in sector j, Y i is the background

~

standardized senior achievement estimate, B, the sophomore background

3

standacdized achievement estimate, and G 1s the standacdized growth rate

(sophomore to senior increment) in public schools.
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TABLE 6.2.2
ESTIMATED SOPHOMORE-TO-SENIOR ACHIEVEMENT GROWTH IN CATHOLIC
AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS BEYOND THAT IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR
STUDENT WITH AVERAGE BACKGROUND?: SPRING 1980

(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Cath01ic L N R N I AN I A AN "0.07 0019 0.01
(.072) (.066) (.136)
Other private .......ve... 0.27 0.17 0.17
‘ (.095) (.087) (.180)

®Estimates are obtained from separate regressions for sopho-
mores and seniors in each sector, obtaining predicted achievement
in each sector and grade standardized to mean public school sophomore
background characteristics for seventeen objective and subjective
characteristics. "Extra growth' is obtained by comparing these standardized
achievements between grades and then across sectors. Standard errors '
for the differences between Catholic and other private sophomore-to-
senior growth and public sophomore—to-senior growth are calculated
by taking the square root of the sum of variances of the sophomore-
to-senior differences for the sectors under comparison. The variances
of the sophomore-to—senior differences are obtained by the method
described in the footnote to table 6.2.1. Regression coefficients
are given in tables A.5.1 and A.5.2 in Appendix A..

These added sophomore-to-senior increments in both private sectors are
beyond the senior increment (shown in table 6.2.1) in the public sector as
shown in table 6.2.2. The table shows, overall, little 6t no evidence of
extra growth in the Catholic schools beyond that in the public schools, but
consistent extra growth in the other private schools. The amount of extra
growth in the other private schools averages about a quarter of the sophomore-
senior growth in the public schools (0.27 + 0.17 + 0.17 from table 6.2.2

divided by 0.73 + 0.63 + 0.88 from table 6.2.1).
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Again, it is useful to loock at altecnate methods of estimating these
increments. If the full tests were used crather than the subtests, senior
scotes and’increments comparable to those in'table 6.2.1 would be as follows

(standardized to public school sophomores):

Reading Vocabularcy Mathematics
Public school seniors 10.41 12.45 18.48
Catholic increment 0.54 1.29 0.90
(.098) (.132) (.138)
Other private increment 1.18 1.32 1.34
(.208) (.280) (.290)

Although comparison of these increments directly to the sophomore increments
on the full tests i{s leas meaningful beéanae of the different {items in the
total tests for sophomores and seniors, a comparison may still be made. The
comparison shows that inferences would not be changed if the full tests had
been used. |

A single regression equation for seniocrs in all sectocs shows
gignificant differences for both the subtests and full tests:

Subtests Full tests
Reading Vocabulary Mathematics Reading Vocabulary Mathematics

Coefficients:

Catholic .13 .46 46 .32 1.15 «64
(.05) -(.04) (.09) (.09) (.12) (.14)
Other private .23 .34 .51 .78 .99 .96
(.06) (.06) (.13) (.13) (.16) (.19)

The subtest coefficients may be compared to the sum of the relevant rows in
table 6.2.1 and 6.2.2, and the full test coefficents may be compared to
measures shown in the preceeding tabulation. These coefficients are all lower
than the effects calculated by use of geparate equations for the public and

private gsectors, but all are cousistently ‘greater than two standard errors (in

parenthesis).
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Thus the analysis suggests that for a student body standacrdized to the
1blic school sophomore average background, the expected achievement of gopho-
‘tea is highest in Cgtholic schools, next in other private schools. As for
;ophomote to senior growth, there is evidence of about 25 percent more growth
in the other private schools than in either the Catholic or public schoois.
However, these results concerning "growth” must be regarded with
caution, for there are at least two potential sources of bias. First, if the
;background'controls either overcompensate for or do not wholly eliminate the
\selectivity biag, this will lead to higher scores among private sector
gophomores. Similarly, {f the selectivity affects growth rates as well as
/Ievels, the background controls may either overcompensate ot not whq}ly
eliminate the selectivity bias in higher private school growth rates. Second,
gince the dropout rate is considerably greater in the public schools than in
either of the pri@ate sectors, this may lead to a bias in the opposite

- direction. Some of the apparent growth in the public sector may be attribut-
able to the loss of lower achieving students between the sophomore and senior
years.

The existence of these potential sources of bias, possibly wocking in
the opposite direction, suggests a more extended examination of gr;wth ctates

under a variety of different assumptions. We turn now to that examinationm.

6.2.1.1 Estimates of Growth Rates

The estimates of growéh’ate plagued both by initial selectivity into
the different school sectors, gnd by a g;ade 10 to grade 12 selectivity due to
dcropouts between grade 10 and 12. These two types of selectivity very likely
introduce opposite biases into the public-private achievement comparisons,
iases which may be incompletely eliminated by the background variables we

’have introduced as controls. There is in addition another problem, that of‘
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the “ceiling effect.” TIf the sophomores in one school know an average of six
out of eight vocabulary items, while those in another school know only three
‘out of eight, the sophomore-senior growth in the first school can be a maximum
of two items, while the growth in the second school can be a maximum of five
items. Yet we have compared "growth” inm previous sections by examining.only
growth in number of items. This could be remédied by standardizing sophomore~
senior differences, dividing the difference by the numbér of items not learned
by the sophomore year.

An equivalent but somewhat more informative calculation i{s the cal-
culation of an explicit learning cate, unaffected by the existence of a
ceiling. The calculation is as follows. If q is a learning rate expressed as
the probability p;r unit time of learning what remains to be learned, and p is
the probability of knowing an item at a given time, then the equatica for
learning is dp/dt = q(l1-P). Solving for q, the learning cate, 'in terms of Po
(the probability of knowing the item as a sophomore) and p; (the probability

of knowing it as a senior), gives q = -ﬁ_l

log (1 - pl)/(l - po) . Estimates
of Po and p; are given as the proportion of items correct as sophomores and
seniors respectively. The time difference is 2 years, t = 2. The learning
rate calculated in this way will be an instantaneous rate expressed as items
learned per year per item not already learned.!

The ceiling effect ptoblem can be solved in this way. The dropout
problem (or more generally the problem that the sophomores and seniots are

samples from different populations) cannot be solved with present data, -but

some headway is possible. 1In particular, it is possible to calculate

lsome critics of the draft ceport have objected to the introduction of
this learning “model” as introducing assumptions that have unknown effects.
This objection fails to cecognize that the learning rate as calculated is
nothing more than a calculation of the gain per unit line divided by the
possible gain at that time, taking into account that the possible gain will
vary countinuously over time.
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different learning rates in each type‘of school, using different assumptions.
Some of these assumptions, such as those used in the preceding section, almost
certainly overestimate learning rates by not taking dropouts into account;
some very possibly underestimate learning cates by overcorrection for
dropouts. Thus, rates calculated under some assumptions favor schools 1n‘
which dropout is high, others favor schools in which dropout is low. These
estimates of learning rates under different assumptions can give some bounds,
not only to learning rates, but also to the public-private differences.

The value of doing all of this, of course, is that estimates of growth
provide a different and more effective way of correcting for bias due to
selection into the private sector. In effect, they use the sophomore test
score as a control for the senior test score, thus controlling for any
selective factors which show up in high sophomore scores, and not omly those
which are related to measured background characteristics.

We will provide three estimates of growth rates in reading,

vocabulary, and mathematics achievement, arrived at in different ways, as

described below.

1. Raw Scores Table 6.1.3 gives the raw test scores for gsophomores and
seniors in the three subtests. These test scores are not corrected
for dropout. Thus learning rates calculated from them will
overestimate learning rates, and will overestimate most for the’
public schools, where the dropout rate is highest (as will be
indicated below).

2. Background-ad justed scores Tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 provide the growth
rvates in each sector for students with the measured background
characteristics of public school sophomores. In the public sector,
ag well as the private sector, this means there is a correction for
dropouts through the background standardization which adjusts
seniors’ scores to those of the average public school sophomore.
However, insofar as the lower scores of dropouts are not wholly
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TABLE 6.2.3

TOTAL ROSTERS OF SOPHOMORES AND SENIORS IN SAMPLED SC30OLS FOR
ESTIMATING DROPOUTS BEIWEEN SOPHOMORE AND SENIOR YZARS:

SPRING 1980
M
. Other
Item Public Catiholic Privaca
Number of sophomores in
samplad schools ........ 369,942 16,030 2,009
Number of seniors ia -
smled school’ ® 6 60080 282’08‘ la’lsl l’ 166
Diffarance .ccccccse 87,858 .1,849 263
Provortion of sovhomors
cms 9 ¢ 0SB OGOCATSEIBSDOLESS S 024 012 '13
Proportion of senior 4
cma l..l.l,‘.ll..‘l'.!' !31 013 .ls

accounted for by these background factors, there remains an
uncorrected overestimate of learning rates. This will again be
greatest in the public schools, where the dropout cate is greatest.

Here, then, any uncorrected selection bias operates against the
private sectors.

3. Dropout-adjusted senior scores By first estimating the proportion of
dropouts in each sector, and then by making assumptions of their
place in the test score distribution, it is.possible to recalculate
senior scoces in effect by adding back into the senior test score
distribution the assumed scores of dropouts. Our estimate of drop-
outs is obtained as follows. 1In each school, we know the total, size
of the senior roster and the total size of the sophomore coster. The
difference between them is due to several factors, including the
sizes of the total cohort these two years, as well as the dropout
rate between sophomore and senior years. Since factors except the
last are celatively minor, we may regard this difference as an esti-
mate of the number of dropouts who are no longer present in the
seniovr class.

Table 6.2.3 shows the total number of sophomores and seniors in the
sampled schools by sector, as well as the fraction this represents of the
sophomore class and the fraction it cepresents of the senior class. The table

shows that, accovding to this estimate, about 24 percent of the sophomore
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ass in public schools is gone by the senior year, or a 24 percent dropout
sate. The comparable rates in Catholic and other private sﬁhools are 12 and
ypercent, tespectively.

The 24 percent dropout rate in public schools fepresents 31 percent of the
gnior class. This means that only about 76 percent of the students (100/131) who
hould be compared with sophomores to get a measure of achlevement growth have
een included in the public school data-—and that the missing 31 percent of
éniots came primarily from the lowér paré of the distribution. Similar
‘tatemenﬁs, though for smaller fractions of the class (13 to 15 percent), can
be‘made about Catholic and other private schools. To adjust the senior test
score distribution in each gector, we have assumed that the dropouts came from
e lower 50 percent of the test score distribution onm each test and were
:1stributed in that lower half in the same way that remaining seniors in the
lower half of the distribution are distributed. 1In effect this means that
within the lower half of the senior test, score distribution, and wiﬁhin‘the
pper half, the distributions do not change; but the lower half, augmented by
e dropouts, becomes a larger share of the total.

This assumption leads to modified senior test scores, giving the

nior scores and estimated senior-sophomofe gains shown in table 6.2.4. The
stimated gain is reduced most in the public schools, because the estimated
ropout rate is over twice as high as in either private sector.

Since the estimated proportion of dropouts is somewhat higher than
stimates from other sources (Grant and Eiden: 1980), they should be
Qnsidered overestimates of the actual dropout rate. The assumption about
here the dropouts came from in the test score distribution may be proble-

ic. Dropouts may be less fully drawn from the lower part of the test score

stribution than assumed. If there are errors in numbers of dropouts and
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TABLE 6.2.4

ESTIMATED SOPHUOMORE~SENIOR GAINS IN TEST SCORES WITH
CORRECTIONS FOR DROPOUTS MISSING FROM

SENIOR DISTRIBUTION: SPRING 1980

e e o s o

Public Catholic Qther Private
Item Est. Est. Est.
10 12 Gain lOA 12 Gai 10 12 Gas
Estimated gains‘
Readiag 3.57 4.05 0.47 | 4.33 4.81 0.47| 4.30 5.11 0.31
Vocabulaxry 3.68 4,09 0.41 ) 4.58 5.19 0.61] 4.73 5.35 0.62
Mathematics ~ }9.39 9.77 0.38 |11.04 11.73 0.68|11.28 12.256 0.98

Yumbers are rounded to two decimals independently so that some rounded
"estimated gains' differ from the difference between rounded sophomores and
senior scores.

their locations in the achievement distribution, they probably lead to under-
2stimates of learning rates, and greatest underestimates where dropout is
greatest, that is, the public schools.

Thus, i{f learning rates are cal;ulated from each of these three sets
of test scores-—raw, background-corrected, and dropout-corrected--we have .
learning rates which we can be fairly certain are overestimates in the first
two cases and underestimates in the third. The first two estimates favor
public schools while the third .favors the private schools.

Table 6.2.5 shows the estimated learming rates, calculated for (1)
table 6.1.3 (2) tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2; and (3) table 6.2.4. These rates
provide a range for each tesfvand each sector, within which the correct rate
very likely falls. The rates are iowest for the mathematies items, an§
roughly comparable for the reading comptéhension questions and the vocabulary
words. For vocabulary and mathematics, there is no ambiguity: both rows (1)
and (2), which are probably favorable for public schools, and row (3), which

is probably favorable for private sector schools, show higher learning
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TABLE 6.2.5

ESTIMATED LEARNING RATES: USING RAW SCORES,
. BACKGROUND-ADJUSTED AND DROPOUT-ADJUSTED
ESTIMATES?:
SPRING 1980

Public Catholic Other Private
Reading
1. Raw Scores ...cecivvncoaans .11 .10 .16
2. Background-adjusted ...... .09 .09 .13
3. Dropout adjusted ......... .06 .07 .12
Vocabulary
1. Raw SCOreS c..eesvcsvocases .10 . .13 .14
2. Background-adjusted ...... .08 .12 11
3. Dropout-adjusted ......... .05 ‘ .10 .10
Mathematics
1. Raw SCOres .ui.ceveceosnanss .08 .08 .12
2. Background-adjusted ...... .05 .06 .07
3. Dropout-adjusted ......... .02 .05 .08

aBackground standardized to average public school sophomore:.

¢

rates in both Catholic and other private sectors. 1In reading, however, there

are inconsistencies: rows (1) and (2) show a lower rate in the Catholic

~gector than the public sector, while row (3) shows a higher rate in the

Catholic sector.l

1It should be pointed out that the apparent low sophomore-senior
learning rate for reading in the Catholic schools is inconsistent with the raw
. and background-standardized sophomore cates, which are higher than in either
of the other sectors. If a constant learning rate is assumed, and the public
school learning rate from row 2 is used to calculate the time when reading
omprehension was zero, the time would be 6.6 years before the grade 10

est. If the same 6.6 years is used in conjunction with the background-
tandardized sophomore score of 3.92 in Catholic schools (from table 6.2.1),
his gives a learning rate of .10 during that period, greater than the .09

ate in the public sector.
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Thus the overall evidence from calculétion of cranges of learning rates
confirms the inference of somewhat greater achievement in the private sector
foc vocabulary and mathematics; the evidence is divided concerning the public—

Catholic comparison in teading.1

6.2.1.2 Different effects for students from different backgrounds

In addition to the level of achievement students obtain in the various
sectors, it is important to know something about the equality of outcomes for
students from different backgrounds. We may ask, then, just how similar the
sectors are in the differences in a;hievement that exist between students with

varying family backgrounds.

7Y problem not discussed in the text is the fact that some students in
all sectors did not take the tests, and the proportion differs from sector to
sector though it i3 similar from test to test within sectors. For the
mathematics tests, it is 9.2 percent for sophomores and 13.0 percent for
seniors in the public sector, 4.2 percent for sophomores and 8.8 percent for
seniors in the Catholic sector, and 18.2 percent for sophomores and 19.0
percent for seniors in the other private sector. To take into account these
differences, tests scores were imputed for those with missing test scores,
using a variety of predictor variables. For example, for the mathematics test
for seniors, the following variables were included: grades inm school; number
of semesters of mathematics courses in grades 10 to 12; having taken algebra
2, calculus, remedial mathematics, advanced mathematics; reading the front
page of the newspaper; interest in school; satisfaction with self; absences;
tacdiness; sex; father's education; mother's education; family income; race;
and ethnicity. Separate regression equations were estimated for seniors and
sophomores, and for public and private (the two private sectors together). R?
were .37 and .50 for sophomores and seniors in public schools and .39 and .47
for sophomores and seniors in private schools. Recalculating the mean
achievement in mathematics after values were imputed changes the means very
lietle (sophomores: 9.2, 11.1, 11.2 {in public, Catholic, and other private,
and seniors; 10.4, 12.2, 12.7 in public, Catholic, and other private).
Comparing these scores with those in table 6.1.3 shows little difference, with
a 0.2 decrease in both sophomores and seniors in public schools, 0.1 increase
in both sophomores and seniors in Catholic schools, and 0.1 decrease in
sophomores in other private schools, and no change in seniors. Consequently,
imputed values were not included in making the calculations in the test.
However, to fully test any eifect of the missing values, learning-rate
calculationg were made for mathematics with imputed scores included. These
were .02, .07, and .09 for public, Catholic, and other private schools respec~
tively. These show slightly higher values for Catholic and other private
schools, but do not change the qualitative inferences made in the text.
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For instance, what is the expegted achievement for students whosge
,tents' education is considerably above the unational average as compared with
se whose parents are considerably_gglgg_thp national average? Such a
parison will show how well each of these school sectors functions for
students from different family backgrounds.

| For this analysis, Catholic and other private schools were examined
gseparately, because of evidence that students from differing family
backgrounds fare differently in these two sectors. Consequently, to obtain
stable estimates the number of controlled background characteristics were
reduced. We believe that this does not affect the inferences drawn in this
'gection.
Three background characteristics are chosen for the comparisons:
parental education, race, and ethnicity. To compare the expected achievement
by parental education, we estimate first the case where both parents are high
school graduates, and, second, the case where both parents are college
graduates——keeping the other backgroun& characteristics (income, race and
~ethnicity) at the average for public school sophomores. Similarly, the
expected achievement by race and ethnicity is estimated, keeping the other
background variables at the natiomal average.l

Table 6.2.6 shows the results of calculating these expected

achievement differences by grade and aectibn. The most striking finding is

1These comparisons are carried out using the same type of analysis as
in tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 , but with fewer background variables, as described
in the text. Regression coefficients are given in appendix A.4. For the
black-white and Hispanic/non-Hispanic comparisons, the regression coefficients
themselves are used, since black and Hispanic were dummy variables in the
equation. For parental education, the difference is calculated as the sum of
regregssion coefficients for parental education, multiplied by 5 (=7-2). The
black~white and Hispanic/non-Hispunic differences are not shown for other
private schools because the numbers of blacks and Hispanics in the sample of
these schools i{s small enough to make estimates unstable.



TABLE 6.2.6

RSTIMATED ACHIEVEMENT AT GRADES i0 AND 12 POR STUDENTS WITH PARENTS OF DIFFERENT
EDUCATIONAL LEVELS, DIFFERENT RACE, AND DIFFERENT ETHNICITY, OTIERWISE

STANDARDIZED TO PUBLIC SOPHOMORE BACKGROUND:
{Standard error

SPRING 1980

in parenthesis %)

Comparison
Category

Public Sectou

Cstholic Sector

Other Private Sector

Reading ] vVocebulary ]| Mathematice | Reading

e 12 10 12

10 12 10 12

Parental ‘education

a. HRigh school
graduation

b. College
gradustion

Race and ethmicity
* &, White/Anglo

b. Wispenic

c. Black

Differencess

PRl e g

a. College ve
RHigh school
parental
education

b. Anglo va.
lispanic

e. Hhite ve
Black

Reading

10 12
3.1 3.9
4.2 4.9
3.8 A&7
3.0 3.5
2.7 3.3

(.06) (.06) (.06)

0.5
1
0.6
(.1

3.8 4.7 4.0 4.9

4.6. 5.1 4.8 5.6

4.3 3.0 4.5 4.0

J.8 4.6 4.0 4.8
3.7 &4 3.5 AS

0.7 0.5 0.
(.09) (.10) (.

. 0.4 0.5
L14) (.16) (.14)

0.6 1.0
«16) (.17) (L15)

3)

o9
.1
.8
.15)

10.1 10.¢% 13.3 4.0

1.2 12.4 J4.6 5.4

1.0 12.0 * *

2.5 10.7
8.4 10.3 *

o 1.6 1.4
]

1.6 1.2 * *
(.26) (.30)

2.0 1.7 * *
(.29) (.33)

9)j(.22) (.23) (.20) (.21)

Vocabulary
o 12 10
3.6 4.2 8.6
-
4.8 5.6 11.3 12,7
* t a
» »
1.5 1.3 2.
(
* * *
* * ®

*s-plc size tou small to estimate reliability.

* Standard errors of the differences are computed by the method described 1n the footnute to table 6.2.1, with the

folloving wodi ficationy:
case may be, in place of the public suphomore means on those variables.
estimated per test, the covariance of slopes matrix is fdentical for both of the X vectors that enter a given cumparisun.

The vector of means, X, now hag the determined values for parental education, race or ethalcity, as the
Since, for each sector-grade level, only onc equation is

Mathematics

-80¢~
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greater homogeneity of achievement of students with different parental
jucation levels in Caﬁholic schools than in public schools. Also, there is a
ater difference in achievement among students with different parental
Qdﬁcationvlevels in the other private schools than in the public schools.
That is, the performance of children from pareats with differing educationél

levels 1is more similar in Catholic schools than in public schools (as well as

being, in general, higher), while the performance of children of parents with

differing educational backgrounds is less similar in other private schools

than in public schools (as well as being, in general, higher).1

Thus we have the paradoxical cesult that the Catholic schools come
closer to the American ideal of the “"common school,” educating all alike, than
do the public schools. Furthermore, as the lower panels of table 6.2.6 show,
a similar vesult holds for race and ethnicity. The achievement of blacks is
closer to that of whites, and the achievement of Hispanics is closer to that
of non-Hispanics in Catholic schools than in public schools.

&

There remain two possible interpretations for this result, which will

not be pursued here, but which warrant analysis. Omne is that within the same

school there igs greater diversity in performance between children of different
family backgrounds in public and other private schools than in Catholic
schools. The other is that the greater diversity of performance in public'and

othér private schools arises from a greater diversity of schools. More

specifically, in some schoolg, composed primarily of students from higher
socioeconomic backgroynds, performance is high, higher than would be predicted

on the basis of comparable students' performance in more heterogeneous

1This same pattern of results is found within ucademic and general
programs in the public and Catholic sector. (See Coleman, Hoffer, Kilgore,
1981)
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schools. On the other hand, in schools composed primarily of studeants from
lower socioeconomic backgrounds, performance is lower than would be predicted
on the basis of comparable students' performance in heterogeneous schools.
Data presented earlier in sectiom 6.1 on the fraction of achievement variable
lying between schools shows that the Catholic schools have the lowest
variance, and the other private schools the highest.

There is another important aspect of table 6.2.6. This is the
comparison of achievement differences among students from different
backgrounds at the sophomore and senior levels in different sectors. In
general, these differences are smaller at the senior level than at the
sophomore level in the Catholic schools, while they are gfeater at the sgenior
level in the public and other private schools. Among nine sophomore—senior
comparisons, six senior differences are smaller, two are equal, and one is
greater in the Catholic schools; one is smaller, one is equal, and seven are
greater in the public schools; and one is equal and two are greater in the
other private schools.! .

Thus, not only is the achievement more alike among students from
different backgrounds in the Catholic schools than in the other sectors, it
seems to become increasingly alike from the sophomore to fhe'seniot year. In
the public and other private schools, the achievement of students from

different backgrounds seemé, in éontrast, to diverge.

6.2.1.3 Alternative strategies for distinguishing between selection and
effect

lrhe qualitative inferences made in this section in comparing Catholic
and public schools would be unchanged if all 17 background characteristics
were ~ontrolled (analysis not ceported here). It is because of the small
sample size in the other private sector that the characteristics used here are
reduced in number.
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Because there is clearly self-selection into the private sector, the

gk of distinguishing between achievement differences due to selection and
;chieveﬁent differeﬁces due to different effects of schools in the three
‘sectots is particularly important.

There is no wholly satisfactory way of distinguishing selection from
effect in the abgsence of randomized assignment. F¥or that reason, we have
chosen to address the question of effect by several strategies. 1In. sectiom
6.2.1, we estimated achievement in public and private schools with statistical
controls for all measured backgrpund factors which might also affect
achievement and be related to the student's educational sector. The method,
however, is subject to at least three kinds of difficulties. Two of these
would otvdinarily lead to attributing to effect of the sector some achievement
differences actually due to selection. The other kind of difficulty would
ordinarily lead to attributing to selection some achievement differences
actually due to to differential sector effects. Two of the three may be
illustrated by the path diagram in figutel6.2.1(a), and the third, by the path
diagram in figure 6.2.1(b).

In figure 6.2.1(a) if there are effects as shown by lines 1, 2, and 3,
then the metgod properly estimates the sector effects. If, however, there are
other background factors, not included in the equation, labelled (A) in the
diagram, and if there are non-zero effects represented by broken lines 4 and
5, then gsome achievement differences due to selection into the private sector
are migtaken for sector effecti. However, the closer to 1.0 the correlation
(repregsented by line 6) between measured and unmeasured background factors,
the smaller the error, reducing to zero 1f’the correlation is 1.0.

Still in figure 6.2.1(a), there may be intermediate factocs

represented by (B), that are affected by school sector, and in turn affect
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evement. These intermediate factors include such things as parental
eractions and exéectations which are responsive to school performance and
ool demands. If these intermediate factors are included in the equationm,
en some achievement differences due to sector effect——and operating through
hese factors (B)-—are mistakenly attributed to selection.

The third kind of difficulty is shown by figure 6.2.1(b). If the same
quation is used as in figure (a), but instead of lines 1, 2, and 3 being true
effects, there are unmeasured variables of which the measured background
factors are only imperfect indicators, then some differences due to selection
will be mistakenly attributed to sector effect.

In the presence of these problems, our strategy has consisted of the
followins:

1) Including as many background factors as possible, so that in
figure (a), the possibility of variables like those labelled
(A)--that is, with effects 4 and 5 but with a small relation to
measured background— is reduced. Also, if figure (b) is the
correct specification, the inclusion of many factors, if they
are together perfect indicators of the unmeasured variable, will
eliminate any difference between the true sector effect and the
measured sector effect.

2) Including in the equation some intermediate factors (represented
by (B) in figure 6.2.1(a)), so that any tendency toward
overestimates of sector effects due to unmeasured factors (A),
or toward the paths shown in figure 6.2.1(b), is counterbalanced
by a tendency toward underestimates due .to inclusion of factors

(B).

3) Measuring an additional consequence of the sector effect, in
particular, the effect on sophomore to senior achievement
growth. The general argument is that. if a sector effect exists,
it should be manifested not only through higher achievement at
sophomore and seniof levels, but through greater sophomore-to-
senior growth. This was tested under three different sets of
assumptions to provide a range of estimates of growth expected
to bracket the true effect. This was done in sectiomn 6.2.1.1.

4) Measuring still another consequence of sector effect, if a
sector effect exists, and if it operates through certain school
practices and policies, then one should find that same effect
within the public sector itself, by examining schools that
differ in the practices. This is carried out in the next
chapters.
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There are, however, other alternative strategies. One, which has‘come
into use by some social scientists, i3 explicit modelling ﬁf the structure
showa in figure (b). Some (sée Campbell, 1981) have argued that such an
approach, using for example the LISREL program, should be used. We have not
done so; our experience with LISREL is that its estimates are greatly
dependent on model specificatiom.

Another strategy which has been advocated is the use of econometric
models designed to eliminate gelection bias (Goldberger, 1981). These models
have been designed for use in estimating - for example -~ the effect of a
manpower training program on subsequent wages when there is self-selection
into the manpower training program. Orvdinarily, the necessity for such
modelling arises because the dependent variable (e.g., wages) is observed only
for the "selected” portion of the population (see Heckman, 1979), thus making
estimates of sector effect not robust to differences in models.

The problem this approach addresses 1is this: Suppose the correct
structure of effects is that shown by paths 1, 2, and 3 in figure (a).
However, if ome carries out a regression analysis involving only those
students selected into & given sector, there i3 a potential bias in estimates.
of the effects of backgtound variables on achievement, due to the self-
selection into that sector. Since we used, in most of our analysis, separate
equations for public and'ﬁrivate sectors, and used estimates of the effects of
background characteristics in arriving at sector effects, this sample
specification bias could influence the estimates of sector effects. This
seems unlikely, because, unlike the situation for which this approach was

designed, here the dependent variable, achievement, is observed for the total
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tion of 10th and 12th grade students, and our analysis involved use of
on the full sample——albeit in two equations.1

In addition, supplementary analysis (see pp. 20 and 22) was done using
jectors in a single equation, thus involving no selection in the sample on
ch the regression analysis was done.

Nevertheless, it is possible to take selection into account in our
1eations for the separate sectors.2 Two equations must be identified for
éh'an analysis: one, a probit equation, which predicts entry into the

fvate (or public) sector; the other, a regression equation which predicts

e achievement outcome, controlling on the probability of having the observed
ckgtound characteristic governing selection, given that one was in the

ivate (or public) sector.

We used this technique in order to have still another approach to
stinguishing differences in achievement due to selection into a sector from
ose due to sector effects. Two model specifications were used. In both,

he (full) sophomore mathematics test was used as the outcome variable. The
st model assumes that all the variables which affect achievement directly
so affect entry into the private or public sector. Thus, the selectivity

las control in the achievement regression equation captures the nonlinear

1A more appropriate use of the model would be to estimate the effects
f' various factors on achievement among seniors in 1982 or when observations

§ sophomores were made in 1980, but who are not all present in 1982. If no

esting of dropouts were to be done in 1982, the method could be used to

trect for.dropouts when estimating effects of background and school factors
n achievement. '

_ 2This is done by including, in an ordinary least squares regression,
r a generalized least squares regression, a term representing the probability
f the private sector. (The inverse of this quantity is technically known as

111's ratio.) See Heckman (1979), who has developed this technique, for an
ktended discussion.
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effects of the set of variables in question on the achievement ocutcome. For
both the probit equation predicting sector entry and regression equation
predicting mathematics achievement, all but two of the seventeen variables
used earlier were entered into the equation: father's education and fathet's
expectations for college were deleted.1 Two variables were added to the
analysis because of their relationship to entry into the private sector:
religious background (Catholic versus non—-Catholic) and region (Northeast
versus other). The results for this model were not reasonable.?

For the second model specification we identified three variables as
instrumental——that is, they affect entry into the private or public sector,
but do not have a direct effect on achievement: income, religion, and
educational expectations in the eighth grade. Each variable captures soume
ma jor factor thought to coantribute to private school entry:’ parénts'
financial assets, religious value preferences, and educational ambitions. The
estimates for 1ncremen£s to achievement due to being in a private sectot
school using this second model of selécting and achievement again were greater
than the raw increments, a result at Qdds with our other analyses, which
showed that controlling on background'factors reduces the raw increments by a

half to two thirds or moce. The dependence of these results ou model

Ihe program available for this analysis required a listwise deletiom of
cases and only 70% of the respondents had usable data on father's educatiomn. Sopho
more response to item BBO39 (father's education) included 8 percent who said they
did not live with father, 17 percent who said they did not know, 4 percent multiple
punch, and 2 percent who either refused to answer or had missing data.

2The results of the first stage, the probit analysis, are showan in
Appendix table A.7 for both models. The probit analysis showed quite
teasonable coefficients; the second stage analysis {s where the problems
arose.

The estimated increments due to being in a Catholic or other private
sctool were not only positive, they were greater than the raw increments showm
in Table 6.2.1, and in fact, put scoces for private sectors beyond the test
limits. The result probably expresses the instability of the model with the
particular data set used here. '
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cifications and their instability with these data suggest that this
ential avenue toward separating selection from effect is not helpful in
particular case.

Finally, we used one more approach to provide further evidence,
11 owing an approach once suggested by Domald Campbell. This is based on the
llowiﬁg. If a private school's apparent effect is due ouly to selection,
ign the greater achievement found there will be complemented by achievement
the remaining group, say in the public school, that is lower than would be
ound if there were no private school. That 13, any increased achievement in
ne comes about through lower achievement in the other.
Howe§er, if the apparent effect is a true one, there will be some
idditional achievement in the system, due to the presence of the private
lhool. Achievement will not be lower in the public school. |
This general idea may be tested as follows: Consider two groups with
schievement anticipated as equal, says, in the absence of a differential
chool effect. Then if private schools are a;ailable te the first group, with
1 choosing a private school, and not to the second, and there i3 a school
ffect of size ¢ then the achfevement in the first group, averaged over both
ublic schools and private schools, should be s + p1¢, while it is only s in
the second group. Or more generally, if it is less available to the second
roup, with only pé in the private school, the achievement should be s + pyc
f# the second group. The observed difference, d, between achievement in the
gtoués is (p; - py)ec, and since py and p; are known, ¢ may be estimated as
= d/(Pl - p2').
Two groups which can be‘assumed to have equal achievement, other
§1ngs constant, are Catholics and non-Catholics. Catholics, however, have

ch greater access to private schools. For Catholics, Py = .195, and for
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non~Catholics, Py = .051, giving a diffecrence of .l44. Thus, a bilas—free
estimation of the private (mostly Catholic) school effect 1s given as d/.l44.

- This approach is problematic because the method requires that one be
fairly certain that the achievement in the two groups is equal, in the absence
of private school attendance. More generally, the method is highly sensitive
to small differences in S for group 1 and group 2, so long as the denominator,
P1 ~ Py, is small.

The difference, d, can be calculated in two different ways: first,
simply by the raw difference between Catholics and non~Catholics, and second,
by the difference which c&maina after statistically comtrolling on variables
related to achievement on which Catholics and non—-Catholics might differ. The
latter is done by a regression analysis on the total sample, using the
previously specified seventeen background factors, region (Northeast versus
other), and sn additional dummy variable for Catholic religious background.
The value of this dummy variable is then the estimate of d.

The six regression analyses (three tests in each of two grades) result
in regression coefficients, which when divided by .144 give estimates for c,
the increment in achievement due to attending a Cagholic school. (The.n;mbeth
in the ficrst cow should be comparable to row 2 of table 6.2.1). (Standard

errvors are in parenthegses.) Thege egstimates are:

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Sophomores +535 (.18) .729 (.16) 1.59 (.34)
Seniors =.430 (.20) 375 (.17) 424 (.37)

These comparable raw differences when divided by .144 are:
Sophomores 1.53 1.96 4.94

Seniors .63 1.53 3.69
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results in the first two rows indicate much larger effects of Catholic

1 attendance for sophomores than the analyses shown in table 6.2.1, and
er effects than calculations from table 6.2.2 would show. Therefore, the
11ts apbeat to indicate that the assumption that s (public school achieve-
is comparable for Catholics and noun-Catholics is not valid, even after
rolling for possible background differences, or that the divisor, .l44, is
fficiently small asnto make the results unstable. However, the evidence it
oes provide is in the direction of a positive effect of Catholic schools on
chievement (except for reading, at the senior level).

Another possible comparison, based on the same general idea, is omne
anohg Catholics themselves. Some Catholic students have a Catholic school
nearby, making attendance at Catholic school easy; others do not. Our‘sample
'dEsign does not permit distinguishing these two sets of Catholic students, but
it does allow distinguishing a subset of the former. Each Catholic school in
the sample 1s in a particular (five-digit) zip code area. In many of these
areas, public schools were also included in fhe sample. Thus, these areas
have Catholics in public schools who had the opportunity to attend Catholic
achools, but did not. They constitute the "nonselected” Catholic students.

In the other public schools, some of the Catholic students had access to a
Catholic school (that is, a school not in our sample), but some did not. The
Catholic students in public schools without a Catholic school nearby shofild be
higher-achieving than Catholic students in public schools near a Catholic
school, by the amount of the seleéﬁion biag. Adjusting the average achieve~-
ment by use of the statistical controls will give a difference representing
the unremoved selection bias. The amount of:selection bias is the achievement
Ain public schools in those areas without a nearby Catholic school, minus

achievement in public school in those areas near a Catholic school. If this
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TABLE 6.2.7

DIFFERENCES IN AVERAGE ACHIEVEMENT SCORES FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL
STUDENTS IN ARFAS WITHOUT A SAMPLED CATHOLIC SCHOOL AND
PUBLIC SCHOOL STUDENTS IN AREAS WITH A SAMPLED
CATHOLIC SCHOOL:® SPRING 1980

R I R R R R R R R R R R R O IR I R R I N R R T,

Catholic Students Non-Catholic Students

Adjusted with Five-
Variable Background
Regression :

Sophomores essercsne -,200 .155

Seniots 20000 009 OTCOSE 0015 0103
Raw Differences
Sophomores .....coec0 .211 «255

Saniots 89069 0g09e0008 : 0194 0202

%iress were identified by five=digit zipcode numbers.

differénce is zero, it is evidence that all the selection bias has been
removed; if it is positive, it is evidence that not all the selection bias has
been removed.

Both the adjﬁatéd (using a five-variable background statistical
control used in table 6.2.6) and unadjusted differences are showm in table
5.2.7. They are averaged over the three tests to give a single number at each
grade level as a further control. The same comparison for nomn~Catholics (that
is, those who are in public schools in the same five—-digit zip code area as a

sampled Catholic school, and those in public schools outside those areas) is

made.
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If there is an unremoved selection effect, then the Catholic column

hould be positive, as it 1s in three of four cases. It should also be
reater than the non-Catholic column, but it is not. The non-Catholic column
ghows in all cases a positive value that 1s slightly larger. Thus, non~
Catholics are used as a comparison to control for ummeasured characteristics
associated in th;ae zipcode areas where Catholic schools in the sample are
located. The positive values shown for non-Catholics indicate a general lower
achievement among non—-Catholics in those areas (even after controlling in the
regression on family income, mother's and father's education, race, and
Hispanic ethnicity). This means that the positive values for three of the
four Catholic numbers using both vaw and adjusted values do not indicate a
selection bilas favoring Catholic schools. If anything it appears that any
bias in the main analysis is in the other directionf Therefore, the fest
using the zipcode areas provides no evidence that there is an unremoved
selection bias favoring Catholic school achievement in this analysis.

13

6.3 School sector effects on educational plans

In section 6.1, it was evident that plans for further education vary
across sectors. What is not clear is just how much of this difference is a
matter of selection and how much is actually brought about by the type of high
school attended. While that question cannot be answered conclusively here, it
is possible to understand more about the development of educational plans in
each of the sectors.

First, controlling on the same seventeen family background character-
isticsvused in table 6.2.1, it is possible to see the differences among the
educational plans for students with similar family background characteristics.

Table 6.3.1, comparable to the combined tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2 for
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TABLE 6.3.1

ESTIMATED INCREMENTS IN EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS FOR STUDENTS
IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS WITH FAMILY BACXGROUND
CONTROLLED: SPRING 1980

(Standard errors of differences in parentheses)

Exvected level for public school soohomores Pessccccasnsacccos 2.27

Sophomore increment in:

Catholic 3ChOOlS civiececcccscccacrscosnssansenssssssconses .25
(.020)
Orher private 3chools ccciececacceccccsscoccooscsscsassssns .11
(.041)
Senior increment in public SChOOlS ....ccvvevescncccccassonse (~gga)
Additiomal increment for seniors in:
cathO]-ic SChOOIS 0GP 0W OO0 080 00G0SOPEO0CCEEOOCESOLSOOCOSOOGEOEITONEOSOTDS -lll
} (.029)
oth‘r Priva:g SChOOIS $ 09 090Q0080ECECOGINOTAGEOREENISEEOCSOSSSSOSS '03
' (.060)

2g5tandard errors for the increments are calculated by the
method described in the footnotes to tables 6.2.1 and 6.2.2.

cognitive achievement, shows these differences. The table is based, as in :ﬁe
case of cognitive achievement, ou regressions of expected level of schooling
by grade and sector.

The categories uéed for this analysis, and their associated values,
are given below. Thus, in examining table 6.3.1, che‘numbers should be
interpreted in terms of these categories:

High school graduation or less
Some post-secondary education

Complete & years of college’
M.A., Ph.D or other professional degree

W

The table shows that, for sophomores in public schools, the average

level of education expected is 2.27, that is, slightly above "some post-
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,secbndary" education. Sophomores with comparable backgrounds in Catholic
_schools are almost ome quarter level (.25) higher, while those in other
private schools are about ome-tenth of a level (.11) higher. Public school
- geniors with backgrounds similar to public school sophomores are ounly .08
higher in expectations. The seniors in Catholic schools show .ll less gain
than the seniors in public schools, ot almoa£ oo gain relative to sophomores,
while the seniors in other private schools show almost the same gain as the
seniors in public schools. The lesser sophomore-senior gain in Catholic
schools may, of course, be due to the higher levels for Catholic sophomores,
which can produce a ceiling effect.
It is also difficult to estimate the differential sophomore-senior
change in educational expectations by sector, because of the differential
dropout rate by school type (as shown in table 6.2.3), although controlling on
family background characteristics partially cocrrects for this. Thus, for
example, the estimated gain of .08 of an educational level in public schools
may be solely due to the fact that those with the lowest educational
expectations in the —sophomore class are no longer present in the senior class.
There is, however, a way of estimating the change in educational
expectations over time and across sectors which is based on the same person
changing over time, and thus is not affected by dropouts. The seniors were
asked whether they expected to attend college when they were iﬁ grades 8, 9,
10, and 11. The sophomores were asked the same question about their college
expectations in grades 6, 7, 8, and 9. (Items BBO68, EBO68, YBO72). Although
such retrospective accounts cannot be wholly reliable, they are the only
source of such information for these studenfs. And they do show changes over
time, indicating that students did discriminate between years, and did not

simply respond alike for all years.
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Panel (a) in table 6.3.2-shows the actual percent of seniors who
rqumdumuhgmgomadhuatu&gmhlwﬂinu&sumnaﬁ
panel (b) shows the expected percent for students with family background
standardized to the public school 30phoﬁote.1 Panels (c) and (d) show
compgrable information for sophomores.

Looking at panels (a) and (c), the actual responses, the data show
that college expectations are higher in the private school sectors than in the
public sectors. Between sector differences in educational plans appear to
correspond to between sector differences in family background, with the
exception that parental income and education are lower in Catholic schools
than in other private schools, while college expectations in Catholic schools
are just as high as those in other private schools.

When backgrounds are standardized to public school sophomores in
panels (b) and (d) of the table, the differences are in the same direction.
The differences between public and private are reduced, though all private
schools remain above the public schools. The Catholic schools become almost

uniformly higher than the other private schools.2

1Again, family background variables are those used in table 6.2.1 and
listed in section 6.2.1.

zThe regression analysis was carvied out with a 0O-1 dependent
variable, a procedure not usually wise to follow because of
heteroscedasticity. A logit analysis eliminates this problem. However,
available logit programs required listwise deletion of missing cases (which is
undesirable with seventeen independent variables) and did not allow
weighting. This resulted in baseline percentages that were too high.

When percentages for subgroups are in the ranges found here, that is,
not a great distance from 50 percent, the use of a 0-1 dependent variable in
an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression will usually give cesults very
close to those of logit analysis. We report OLS results here, because the use
of weighting allowed appropriate population estimates. The logit analysis,
which except for the overall level of percentages, gives results similar to
those reported here, is presented in the appendix table A.4.9.
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TABLE 6.3.2

PERCENT OF SENIORS AND SOPHOMORES IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS
INDICATING EXPECTATIONS TO ATTEND COLLEGE AT EARLIER GRADES:
ACTUAL PERCENT AND PERCENT STANDARDIZED FOR STUDENTS WITH
AVERAGE PUBLIC SOPHOMORE FAMILY BACKGROUND*

SPRING 1980
At Earlier Grade Public Catholic’ Other
Private
Seniors §
a) Actual percent
At 8th grade cesee 47 67 67
At 9th grade ..... 51 71 69
At 10th grade .... 56 74 75
At llth grade .... 62 79 78
b) Standardized percent :
At 8th grade ..... 44 55 48
At 9th grade ..... 48 59 Sl
At 10th grade..... 54 62 57
At llth grade..... 60 68 63
Sophomores
¢) Actual percent :
At 6¢h grade ..... 40 54 59
At 7th grade °*-°-- 43 60 61
' At 8th grade ,....| 51 72 69
At 9th grade ..... 58 78 73
d) Standardized percent
At 6th grade,,.... 40 42 43
At 7th grade...... 43 48 44
At 8th grade ...... 51 : 59 54
At 9th grade seesse | 58 66 60

#Standardization procedure follows general form outlined

in section 6.2 and includes the seventeen family background variables
identified in that sectionm.
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Apart from changes over the years, the differing levels of educational
aspirations, when family background is countrolled, show results similar to
those in table 6.3.1. In both cases, when family background is controlled,
students in Catholic schools show the highest educational aspiratiouns,
students in other private schools the next highest, and publie school sﬁudents
the lowest. However, expectations are quite high in all sectors and
differences between sectors is not great.

However, the principal question at hand concerms the development or
changes in expectations over years of school. What do these retrospective
accounts show about such changes in different types of school? As shown in
table 6.3.2, the expectations grow, and grow substantially. The difference in
the sample as a whole is 14 percentage points between grades 8 and 11 for the
seniors, and 19 points between grades 6 and 9 for the sophomores. But that
growth differs in the various types of school, making comparisons difficult
since differing amounts of growth are possible at each level.

The most commonly accepted way of making such comparisons is by
comparing not percentages, but the logarithm of the ratio of the percentage
and its complement, p/(l-p), called a logit. Using the background
standardized percentages from table 6.3.2, a measure of effects can be made by
a comparison of logits between sectors. The excess of the private school
logit over the public school logit is a measure of the effect that private
school attendance hags on the likelihood of planning to attend college. This
"effect” of course includes both any actual effect that type of school brings
about in college plans and ;ny selection effect that it is not captured by
statistically controlling on family background.

Thus, & positive value for the difference between private and public

school logits does not mean being in that particular type of school effects
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he development of college plans. Evidence of such an effect is shown by an
 crease in the difference between logits over the years in school.
Table 6.3.3 shows the difference in logits between each private school
ector and the public schools, based on panels (b) and (d) of table 6.3.2.
The results are very mixed. The data in panel (a) for the séniors shows a.
decline over grades for the Catholic schools and no increase for the other
private schools. Thus the senior data suggest that being in a Catholic school
has a lesger effect on increasing college plans than does being in a public
school, and that being in an other private school has nb greater effect.
But panel (b) for the sophomores presents evidence that conflicts with
this. For the Catholic schools, the measure of effect does increase,
guggesting that there is a greater effect of being in a Catholic school on
growth in college plans than of being in a public school. The measure of
effect again does not increase for other private schools, suggesting no
greater effect of being im such a school on college plans.
A somewhat more reliable indicator of growth in college plans over
time by these students can be obtained by combining the senior aﬁd sophomore
retrospective data to obtain a single series beginning at grade 8 and
continuing through grade 11. To create such a gserieg, the difference in ’
senior logits shown in panel (a) for grades 8 and 9 is averaged with the
difference in sophomore logits shown in panel (b) for grades 8 and 9. éhe
result is shown in panel (c¢). PFor the Catholic school students there is an
increase in the gap between the public sector in the years preceding entry
into high school, but from the eight grade on the gap changes a little. The
difference between other private school students and public students also
remains quite staﬁle beyond eight grade. The end result of the analysis

suggests there is little evidence of greater development of college plans for
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TABLE 5.3.3

DIFFERENCES IN LOGITS FOR COLLEGE EXPECTATIONS, STANDARDIZED
TO PUBLIC SOPHOMORES, BETWEEN EACH TYPE OF PRIzéTE
SCHOOLS AND THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

At Earlier Grida Catholic Other Private

a) Seniors:
At 8th grade Job .16
At 9th grade Jab .12
At 10th grade .33 .12
At llth grade .35 .13

b) Sophomores:

At 6ch grade .08 .12
At 7th grade A .20 .04
At 8th grade .32 .12
At 9th grade .34 .08

¢) Sophomores and Seniors:

At 6th grade (sophomores) .08 .12
At 7th grade (sophomores) .20 .04
At 3th grade (both) .38 .14
At 9th grade (both) .39 .10
At l0th grade (semiors) .33 J12
At llth grade (seniors) .35 .13

aLogi: of percentage expecting to attend college, ainus
comparable logit for public schools.
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yrivate high school students than for public high school students.1 For the
atholic~public comparison, the combined results of the retrospective accounts.
gshow a greater effect for Catholic schools, but as indicated earlier, the
results show inconsistencies. There i8 also evidence here that the
statistical coatrols on family background used to bring about comparability of
public and private school students are largely successful‘in doing so. At the
earliest grade for which the question was asked, grade 6, the actual
percentage reporting college expectations were 40 for the public schools, 54
for the Catholic schools, and 59 for the other private schools, giving
differences of 14 andv19 respectively. After standardization by the same
seventeen background variables used in the analysis of achievement, these
percentages become 40, 42, and 43, that is, almost alike. This indicates that
according to these retospective accounts, students in each of the tyyeé of
schools who are alike on the measured background characteristics also showed
almost the same college expectations. This increases our confidence that
their achievement was also alike at this earlier point, but has increased more
in the private sector between the 6th and 10th grades.

Now we turn to the examination of educational expectations for
students with high or low parental education. As in the case of cognitive
achievement, the differential educational expectations of students with

especially high or low parental education can be estimated by sector, through

lrhe logit analysis results presented in the appendix table A.4.10 differ in some
respects from the estimates derived by ordinary least squares, but generally

indicate the same patterns. Similar to the OLS results, the logit estimates

show that the educational aspirations of Catholic school students develop more

rapidly than public school students through the ninth grade, after which they

develop at about the same cate. 1In contrast to the OLS results, though,

students in the other private schools show consistently stronger development

of college-going plans than public school students from the seventh through

the tenth grades, with the largest relative gains occurring between the ninth

and tenth grades.
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use of the regression analysis used for table 6.2.6. As before, the
educational expectations of students with both parents having a ﬁigh school
education are campgred with students whose parents both have college degrees,
in each type of school. The results of the analysis are showm in table

6.3.4. The numbers refer to the scale of educational levels reported iﬁ table
6.3.1.

The table shows that the educational expectations of students with
high school educated parents are lowest if the students are in public schools,
and highest if they are in Catholic schools. The diffeténce at grade ten
between Catholic and public schools is .56 educational levels, that between
lothet private and public schools is .3 of an educational level.

For children of parents with college degrees, the expected education
is higher in all sectors. But the difference between sectors is reduced by
half between Catholic and public schools, and by about two-thirds between
other pr;vate and public schools. _

The lower panel of the table shows the difference in edgcational
expectations between children of high— and low-education parents by school
type. Here, the differences are greatest in the public schools and least in
the Catholic schoﬁls with the other private schools inm between. A4s with
cognitive achievement, the Catholic schools come closest to meeting the ideal
of the "common school.” The public schools are furthest from this ideal.
Children from differing educational backgrounds in Catholic schools are most
alike in their educational expectations, while children from differing
educational backgrounds in pﬁblic schools are least alike in educational
expectations. In other words, in the public schools, the educational plans of
children with college-educated parents diverge more sharply from those of
children with high school-educated parents than is true in any other type of

school. The divergence is least in Catholic schools.
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TABLE 6.3.4

ESTIMATED EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS AT GRADES 10 AND 12 FOR
STUDENTS WITH PARENTS OF DIFFERENT EDUCATIONAL LEVELS,
DIFFERENT RACE, AND DIFFERENT ETHNICITY, OTHERWISE
. STANDARDIZED TO PUBLIC SOPHOMORE BACKGROUND?
SPRING 1980
(Standard error in parenthesis)

Comparison Public Sector Catholic Sector Othe; Private
T ector
Category
10 12 10 12 10 12
l. Parental Education
a. High school
graduation ... 1.80 1.9 2.36 2.46 2.10 2.15
b. College
graduation oo 2-80 2-89 3005 3009 2090 3.12
2. Race and Ethnicity
a. White/anglo .. 2.23 2.34 2.63 2.66
b. Hispanic ..... 2.31 2.38 2.72 3.01
c. Bl‘ck 9 s e0000 2.44 2.64 2.98 3.11
3. Differences
a. College vs
high school ¢ .
parental
aducation .... .99 .95 .69 .63 .80 .97
(.014) (.015) (.042) (.044) | (.103) (.099)
b Anglo vs
Hispanic ..... =.08 -.04 -.09 -.34 * *
(.023) (.026) (.067) (.071)
c. White vs
Black senecsos ’021 -030 -035 '.‘}5 v . %
(.018) (.020) (.076) (.079)

%Standardization follows procedures used in 6.2.3.

* .
Sample size too small to estimate reliably.
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The gains in educatiomal expectations from the sophomores to the
senior year are small in all sectors and for both levels of parental
education, They are least in the Catholic schools. But, as indicated in
previous analysis, the retrospective questions examined earlier probably give
better Iinformation about the development of education plans than does the
sophomore-to-senior comparison.

A similar comparison can be made for the public and Catholic sectors
between blacks and whites and Hispanics and Anglos with comparable
backgrounds. As is otdiﬁnrily found with plans or expectations for higher
education, table 6.3.4 shows that blacks have higher expectations than whites
of comparable backgrounds, and Hispanics have higher expectations than Anglos
of comparable backgrounds (statistically -significant in 6 of the 8 cases).
Here the estimates of the amount by which blacks exceed whites and Hispanics
exceed Anglos are greater in the Catholic sector (though the difference is,

statistically significant only in one of four cases).

6.4 Summary of Outcomes

This chapter has examined two kinds of outcomes im public and private
schools: cognitive outcomes, as measured by standardized test scores in
reading, vocabulary, and mathematics; and plans for after high school,
primarily plans for further education. The first question regarding these
outcomes, in section 6.1, was just how the sectors differ in these respects.
The second question, in sections 6.2 and 6.3, ﬁas whether being in a private
school made any difference in cognitive achievement or educational
aspirations, or whether the greater achievement and aspirations in the private

sector were wholly dve to selectivity.
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When answering these questions, the qualifications about the other
private school sample must be kept in mind. The findings for the sample of
other private schools may very well not be generalizable to the population of
such schools because of the small sample size, the heterogeneity of that
population, and the sampling problems discussed in chapter 1. With this
important point in mind, we may turn to these questiouns.

The answer to the first questionm i{s that achievement 1is somewhat
higher, in both the sophomore and senior years, in Catholic schools and in
other private schools than it is in public schools. Achievement in the high-
performance private schools is considerably higher than that in the high-
performance public schools, and both are higher than in either of the private
sectors.

The differences between sectors in educational expectations aﬁd
aspirations are similar to the differences in achievement. The sectors are
ordered in the same way, with public school students having the lowest
educational aspirations and those in the high-performance private schools
having the highest aspirations. For the other post-secondary activity-—work——
the order is reversed. Among seniors who planned to work full time after
graduation, a higher proportion in the public schools already had a job lined
up. This suggests that the greater vocational resources and opportunities in
the public schools, as shown inbchapter 4, lead to a better connection with
the world of work for those students who are going into the full-time labor
force.

The second question, which attempted to separate effects of private
schools on achievement and aspirations from selection into private schools, is
examined in several ways. In the examination of effects on achievement,

statistical controls on family background are introduced, in ocder to control
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on those background characteristics that are most related to achievement. A
large number of background characteristics i{s introduced, to control for
selectivity-related differences. Although achievement differences between the
private gectors and the public sector are reduced (more for other private
schools than for Catholic schools), some differences remain. An examination
followed of imputed growth from the sophomore to the senior year. Learning
cates were calculated under three different sets of assumptions; two probably
overestimate rates, thereby favoring the public sector relative to the
private, and one probably underestimates cates, thereby favoring the private
sectors trelative to the public. Examining the ranges of these estimated rates
shows that, under all assumptions, growth in vocabula?y and mathematics
achievement is greater in both private sectors than in the public sector.
However, for the Catholic-public sector comparison in reading, the different
estimates are in conflict. Thus the indication is that Catholic and other
private schools have a non—trivial effect on bringing about higher cognitive
achievement, wholly apart from their selectivity.

In addition, a greater homogeneity of achievement distinguishes
Catholic schools from the public and other private schools. When students of.
parents with different educational backgrounds are compared, achievément
levels are most comparable in the Catholic schools. Achievement levels are
most divergent in other private schools, with public schools falling between
the two private sectors. Also, the achievement gap between students from
different educational backgrounds is less for seniors than for sophomores iﬁ
Catholic schools, while 1t“ is slightly greater in public and other private
schools. Controlling on parental income and education, a comparison of blacks
and Higpanics in Catholic and public schools reveals several differences. As
sophomores, these minority students achieve at a level closer to that of non-
Hispanic whites in Catholic schools than in public schools. The achievement

gap between blacks and whites and between Hispanic and Anglos is less fot
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seniors than for sophomores in Catholic schools while it is slightly greater
in public schools. Altogether, the evidence is strong that Catholic schools
function much closer to the American ideal of the "common school,” educating
children from different backgrounds alike, than do the public schools.

Turning to educational aspirations, the question arises whether the
private-public difference shown in section 6.1 is wholly due to selection or
is in part due to effects of the sector. Statistical controls on family
background leave a Catholic-public difference for sophomores that favors
Catholic schools, but no public-other private difference. No differential
sophomore-senior growth is found, except for lower growth in Catholic
schools. This result is suspect, however, because of a ceiling effect due to
the higher level of aspirations among Catholic school sophomores, and because
of differential dropout. An analysis that uses retrospective repofts of
seniors and sophomores about expectations of attending college in earlier
years indicates that there is no greater growth of expectations in Catholic
and other private schools than in public schools, though the evidence shows
some inconsistencies. The analysis indicates that the backgtound-standardized‘
proportion planning to attend college in the sixth grade was (accbrding to
tetrospective accounts) nearly the same in all sectors, and that most of the
divergence between high school students in the different sectors occurred
during the high or middle scﬁobl grades. Overall, the evidence concerning
differential effects of different sectors on level of college aspirations is
less consistent and conclusive than concerning achievement.

Again, the Catholic schools show much greater homogeneity in the
educational aspirations among students from different parental education
backgrounds than do other schools. Here the other privaté schools are not
distinguishable from the public schools in the divergence of educational

expectations of students with low and high educational backgrounds.



http:selection.or

-237-
CHAPTER 7
FACTORS AFFECTING COGNITIVE ACHIEVEMENT IN HIGH SCHOOLS

It is not sufficient to say that'students are performing better in one
sector of secondary education than another. The central question, for all
schools, is why some produce better cognitive outcomes than others. We will
treat that question in this chapter—-though not comprehensively-;by examining
the degree to which, within each of the sectors, students in schools that
differ from the average school in that sector-—in ways that private schools
differ from public schools-—achieve more highly. This will allow us to
identify school policies which increase achievement within each sector.

There is an additional value to such an analysis: it allows another
test of the private school effects found in chapter 6. If it is true that the
private sector is, on the average, more successful in increasing achievement,
then within each of the sectors students should achieve more highly in schools
that differ from the average school in ways that private schools differ from
public schools~—but only, of course, in those ways that make a diffe:ence for
achievement. If the higher levels of homework that characterize private
schools (chapter 5) are effective in leading to higher achievement, then those
schools that have high levels of homework, whether they are Catholic, public,
or other private, should be higher in acﬂievement than other schools of that
sector. If private schools are not more effective for cognitive achievement,
or if some aspect of private schools other than homework is responsible for
higher achievement, then achievement should not be higher in such an
analysis. I1f, for example, private schools are more effective, but it is

.

their smaller size (as shown in chapter 2) that makes them sd, then smaller
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schools in each sector, not schools with higher homework levels, should show
higher achievement when student background is gontrolled.

Thus, this will be the general strategy:‘ to examine the relatioms,
within each of the sectors, of various factors that distinguish the Catholic
and other private schools from the public schools. 1If cerfain of these
factors do consistently make a différence in cognitive achievement, whatever
the sector, then this is rather'strong evidence both that the different schoel
sectors do béing about differing achievement, and that one way they do so is
through their difference on the factors that in the analysis show effects on
achievement. The special value ﬁf this approach is that it can give some
insight into the policies that, in any sector, affect achievement;

7.1 School size and achievement

For many years, educators have pointed to positive contributions of
school 'size to achievement-——for example, Conant's influential work, The

American High School Today (1959). Yet, in the private and public school com~

parisons examined here, the enrollment and achievement patterns are opposite

to those that prior research would have predicted: private schools tend to be

smaller, yet they have higher levels of achievement. Thus, it is of some
interest to know something about the effects of size within each sector.

It turns out that within each sector, size is positively related -to
achievement when family background and grade in school are controlled. The
effect is very small and of marginal -statistical significance in the public
schools, and larger, but not statistically significant in the other private
schools, but both larger and statistically significant in the Catholice
schools. This is shown in table 7.1.1. Thus, it appears that public schools
have a gain ‘n achievement relative to private schools as a consequence of

their larger size. The amount of gain they experience can be calculated by -
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TABLE 7.1.1

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR SIZE BY SECTOR AND SUBTEST,
WITH PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCOME, RACE, HISPANIC

ETHNICITY AND GRADE IN SCHGOL CONTROLLED:

SPRING 1980

(Standard error for coefficient

in parenthesis)

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
) :02 .08 .07
Publlc ..'.. LI I B B B N ) (.01) (.01) (.02)
Rznoon.o'bc‘.‘! .16 .20 .20
. .02 .15 .21
c th 1 o2 0 5 6 0 0 a9
athotic (. 04) (. 04) (.08)
RZ eeiiiinn .05 .10 .07
Other Private .... .15 .05 .23
, (.05) (.05) (.10)
R? .
20 8 6 00 &0 . 19 . 23 R 23
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multiplying the regression coefficiént for the effect of size by the
difference in theé average size of schools within sectors_.1 Table 7.1.2 shows
the results of this analysis.

Howéver, it may be that achievement gains associafed with size could
be depressed by school problems which accompany larger schools. Attendance
problems, in particular, tend to be greater at large schools where it is
difficult to monitor student behavior. The correlations of the three

attendance problems with the logarithm of size is as given below in the three

sectors:
Public Catholic Other Private
Absenteeism 0090808000000 0205e 002 —.02 .00
Lateness.............-..-... .10 .00 ".20
Cutting ClaSSoo.'ooaoonn.oo- .12 N .00 -02

Statistical control of behavior problems in a regression of
achievement on size is like a hypothetical experiment: whaf would be the
effect of size on achievement if school staff were able to control the
behavior problems that are éorrelated with size? The absence of correlation
with size in the private schools (or in the case of lateness, in other private

schools, a negative relation to size) shows that the question is not

lror this analysis, five family background variables (mother's
education, father's education, family income, race, and ethincity), grade, and
the logarithm of school size were regressed, by sector, on the three
achievement subtests. In the calculation described in the text, regression
coefficients for the public school sector are used. This is because, as will
be evident in the discussion, we want to examine the gain or the loss that
public schools could expect through a change in average size to that of
private schools.
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TABLE 7.1.2

ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RELATIVE TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS DUE TO THE
LARGER SIZE OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS, WITH
PARENTAL EDUCATION, FAMILY INCOME,
RACE AND HISPANIC ETHNICITY
CONTROLLED: SPRING 1980

(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)

Public Relative to

Subtest Oth

Catholic -her
private

Reading scseesbers st -.01 "-03
(.01 (.02)

Vocabulary sveevecececas . 04 .11
(.01 (.02)

Mathematics coecessceaes .04 .10

(.03) (.04)
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hypothetical for staff in private schools. They apparently are able to
control the behavior problems that in the public schools increase with size.
This may be due to the greater degree of overall control that private schools
' are able to exercise, or to the smaller size of the schools.

| Table 7.1.2 shows the gains-—or, in the case of reading, losses-—that
public schools experience in relation to Catholic and other private schools
because of their larger size. But comparing that to table 7.1.4, in which
these three attendance variables are controlled, shows that these gains are
smaller than they would be--and the losses larger than they would be--with
behavior problems controlled. (It should be emphasized that the true effect
of size might be less than indicated in this amalysis because large schools in
the public sector are positively associated with certain background variables
that have not been statistically controlled, such as parental expeétations and
small family size, both of which 'are positively related to achievement.)

The positive effect of size, assuming that it is a true effect, might
be due to any of several factors. It w;s once assumed, in fact, that larger
schools meant better education. The arguments were that greater depth and
breadth of program is possible in large schools, that specialized classes
dealing with advanced topics, and better laboratory facilities are possible in
larger schools. All these points are true; but the data suggest that these
virtues of size are, in public schools, largely cancelled ocut by the ina%ility
to manage behavior problems as school size increases-—an inability that has

very likely grown since Conant made his survey of high schools in 1958.

7.2 Student behavior, school climate and achievement
The preceding analysis included only a small number of background
variables, and did not include other possible school factors that might be

responsible for some of the differences found. Initially our strategy was to
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TABLE 7.1.3

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS FOR SIZE, BY SECTOR AND
SUBTEST, CONTROLLING ON ATTENDANCE BEHAVIOR,
PARENTAL EDUCATION, INCOME, RACE, HISPANIC
ETHNICITY: SPRING 1980

(standard error for coefficient in parenthesis)

Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
. .00 .09 .12
Publlc 2608 0 0000 90 (.02) (.02) (.04)
RZOQDOOCOOQQO .17 .20 021
. .01 .15 .20
Catholic .vceveane (. 04) (. 04) (. 08)
RZ veeeiaens .07 .11 .09
Other‘Private eves .15 .06 .23
(.05) (.05) (.10)
2
R a9 000890 .22 .25 .26
TABLE 7.1.4

ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS
RELATIVE TO PRIVATE SCHOOLS DUE TO
SIZE WITH ATTENDANCE BEHAVIOR,
PARENTAL EDUCATION, FAMILY
INCOME, RACE AND HISPANIC
ETBENICITY CONTROLLED:

- SPRING 1980

(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)

Subtest oih

Catholic ther
prilvate

Reading ".l"'.'..'..l; -.00 .0
(.01) (.02)

Vocabulary .e.eeeevseesn .05 .13
(.01 (.02)

Mathematics .oceeececnse .06 | .17
(.02) *(.04)
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proceed in this manner——examining, sequentially, the effects of wvarious school
facfors that differ between public and private schools, in separate regression
equations. However, the resulting correlations between these various school
characteristics suggests such a procedure might easily lead to incorrect
inferences, attributing effects to one factor in the schools that are due to a
factor that is correlated with the first but not included in the equations.1
Consequently, in this section, we conduct a single analysis for the basic
school factors to be examined. In addition, to reduce ﬁo the lowest possible
level any spurious inferences resulting from differences in family backgrounds
that are correlated with'school factors, all of the family background factors
used for the analysis, reported in table 6.2.1, are included in subsequent
analyses. For each characteristic of schools and school functioning that is a
source of possible differences in public and private school effectiveness, the

following pair of questions is asked:

1. What is the level of that charaeteristic in Catholic or other private
schools, for students with the same subjective and objective
background characteristics as the average sophomore public school
student? For example, the overall average difference between Catholic
school and public school sophomores in the the amount of homework they
do is the difference between 5.56 hours a week in the Catholic schools
and 3.75 a week in the public schools. But for Catholic school
sophomores with the same subjective and objective characteristics as
the average public school sophomore, the 5.56 hours a week is reduced
to 4.92 hours a week. Thus, the difference in levels of homework for

ge are indebted to Thomas DiPrete who first brought this matter to
our attention. His analysis for another report from the High School and

Beyond project, Discipline and Order in American High Schools, suggested that
this might be the case.

2The standardized estimates of school functioning were calculated as
follows: for each grade in the public and private sectors, we estimated
separate regression equations for each of the school functioning variables
using the seventeen family background characteristics. A background-—standard-
ized estimate for the level of school functioning in each grade and sector was
calculated using the means of the public school sophomore characteristics and

the effects of these background characteristics in the respective sector and
grade.




-245-

the same type of student between the public and Catholic schools is
4,92 - 3,75, or 1.2 hours a week of homework.

What would be the expected difference in achievement in public schools
if the school factor were at the level at which it is found in

Catholic or other private schools for students of a given background
(i.e., the background of the average public school sophomore)? For
example, what increment in achievement would we expect to find in the
public schools if the average public school student spent 1.1 more
hours on homework? This is obtained by multiplying the 1.1 hours by
the regression coefficient for the effect of homework on achievement
in public schools, controlling for the effects of family background
characteristics and other school factors. '

In section 7.2.3 we will ask the same pair of questions for the

average Catholic school sophomore, in schools that are like the average public

school in these same school characteristics. We defer that analysis to the

later section because of its obvious lesser importance to American high school

students. Because the public schools enroll 907 of the total population of

high school students, the background of the average public school sophomore is

nearly that of the average American high school sophomore generally.

There are two questions of interest ‘for each of the school factors

that might contribute to the public-Catholic or public-other private

difference in achievement: What is the difference between the level of that

factor in the Catholic or other private schools and public. schools, for

¢

students like the average public school sophomore? And what would be the

expected difference in achievement in the public schools if that factor were

at the level found in the Catholic or other private schools, controlling on

family background and other school factors? We address these questions in

turn.
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Differences in public and ﬁrivate school functioning for a student
like the average public school sophomore

Five areas related to school functioning &ere examined as potential

means through which private schools obtain different levels of achievement

from comparable students. These include:

1.

2.

3.

‘h

5.

Different coursework. This was measured in two ways. For mathematics
in the senior year, it was possible to measure coursework in
mathematics as the total number of courses a student has taken among
the following: algebra 1, algebra 2, geometry, trigonometry, and
calculus. As chapter 5 showed, higher proportions of private school
seniors than public school seniors have taken each of these courses.
Unfortunately, for the reading and vocabulary tests, and for the
mathematics test for sophomores, there is no comparable measure of
coursework. Instead, for these tests, having taken an honors English
course (for the reading and vocabulary tests) or an honors mathematics
course (for the mathematics test) was used as the measure of
coursework. This is a poor measure of coursework differences between
public and private schools, both because the proportions of students
having taken an honors course were very similar in the three sectors
and because an "homors” course means very different things in
different school contexts.

Homework. As chapter 5 showed, the amount of homework in Catholic
schools 1s greater than in public schools, and the amount in the other
private sector is greater yet. For both sophomores and seniors it was
possible to estimate the actual hours per week spent on homework.

Attendance in school and class. Chapter 5 showed that students in
Catholic schools were absent much less often and were much less likely
to cut class than students in public schools. Students in other
private schools were between the Catholic and public schools on these
measures of behavior.

Disciplinary climate. As discussed in chapter 5, students were asked
three questions related to the disciplinary climate of the school:

how interested the teachers are in students, how effective is school
discipline, and the fairmess of school discipline. Each school was
characterized by the average of the responses for all the students in
that. school, and these averages wers then used as measures of the
school disciplinary climate. As chapter 5 showed, there were some
differences in the average disciplinary climates in the three sectors.

Student behavior in the school. The behavior of all the students in
the sc¢hool may have some effect on what individual students learn,
even controlling on the student's own behavior. The items used as a
measure of school behavior were the averages, over the school, of
sophomore responses to four questions asking the extent to which
certain types of behavior occurred in the school: students not
attending school, students cutting classes, students fighting,
students threatening or attacking teachers. Alternative measures of
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attendance and cutting classes were obtained by averaging over the
school the students' responses concerning their own attendance and
cutting classes, and characterizing each student by the average in the
school, excluding his or her own responses.

Chapter 5 showed the differences .in the levels of these school

;eharacteristics in public and private schools. The differences in these
‘characteristics for students from the same family backgrounds are of interest
here. More specifically, the analysis examined the differences for students
who are like the average public school sophomore, so that the levels of the
gchool characteristics are standardized to the public school sophomore
population. The importance of this question lies in the fact that the family
backgrounds of public, Catholic, and other private school students differ inm
both objective characteristics, such as parental education and income, and in
subjective characteristics, such as the amount of student conversation with
parents about schoolwork. In most of these ways, students in public schools
have backgrounds that are less conducive to achievement than do students in
private schools. Since measures of school functioning are in part determined
by the backgrounds from which the students come, measures of school
functioning must be adjusted or standardized by family background so that
differences in achievement related to student background are not attributed to
effects of school policies.

The background—standardiéed measures of school functioning are shown
in table 7.2.1. The table shows that, with very few exceptions, (all in the
percent taking honors mathematics or honors English) the Catholic and other
private schools are higher in those chafacteristics that appear to be
conducive to achievement (homework, teacher interest, fairness, or

effectivenessl) and lower in those that appear inimical to achievement

1Sophomores were asked to evaluate the strictness of discipline;
seniors, the effectiveness.
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TABLE 7.2.1

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN STUDENT BEHAVIOR AND SCHOOL CLIMATE,
STANDARDIZED TO FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBLIC
SOPHOMORE STUDENTS: SPRING 1980%
(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)

Catholic Minus Public Other Private Minus Public

Item Sophomore Senior Sophomore Senior
a. Coursework coméleggd by students
Proportion taking honors English ...ceecescecas -.02 .01 -.08 -.08
(.011) (.013) (.014) (.017) .
Proportion taking honors Mathematics sescscsss .02 .02 -.07 -.03 é
(.011) (.012) (.015) (.017)
Average number of advanced mathematics
COUTS@S ceonsscccssetocrassasosssonsocsnens DNA .7 DNA .34
’ (.034) (.045)
b. Homework completed by students
Average number of hours per Week ......eeecscses 1.17 0.78 1.31 1.27
(.092) (.100) (.123) (.133)
¢. Attendance by individual students
Abgent £rom SChOOL .eeveveverorncveserasesennsns - 43 -39 -.06 -.16
(.028) (.033) (.037) (.043)
Cut class now and them ....coeeeeecsccescaconnas --20 -.21 -.04 -.08
b ¢.009) (.013) (.013) (.017)
d. Disciplinary climate as perceived by students .
Teacher interest ....csceecsucrcessesonsscansans .39 .40 .50 .51
(,008) (.009) (.01l (.012)
Fairness of discipline ....evvevocvccvcccccnncae .17 .18 .09 .12
(.008) (.007) (.009) (.010)
Effectiveness/strictness of discipline ......... .59 .59 231 .31
v (.008) (.008) (.010) (.o11)
e. Student behavior in school as perceived by
sophomores” §
ADSENLEiSm . uvreeaereonacercacaonscessccacnrnns -65 -66 .55 .56
(.007) (.008) (.010) (.0Q10)
Cutting class .eoevisecncosesccsenrnssnssosannss .79 .80 .54 .53
(.010) (.011) (.014) (.014)
Students fighting each other ...e.eeveeeenvecons -39 .38 .55 .56
(.007) (.007) (.009) (.010)
Students threatening teachers .......coececeosss 17 .16 .18 .17
(.002) {.002) (,003) (.003)

“Family backgrouad characteristics controlled are the seventeen used in table 6.2.1. The
numbers in the table are obtained by first multiplying public school sophomore background means by
regression coefficients from the regression of the variable in question on family background to obtain
the expected level of the variable in question for that population, using regressions carried out
on private school sophomores, private school seniors, and public school seniors and then subtracting
the public school value from the ‘private school value.

bClimate variables aggregated to school level.

) “Behavior variables aggregated to school level; a high value implies that students perceiving
this as happening rarely or never.
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genteeism, cutting class, fighting, threatening teachers). The differences
~genera11y smaller than those found In chapter 5 because sténdardization of
nily background bringé the student behavior in the private schools closer to
at in the public schools. Yet the differences remain in the same directibn

- those in chapter 5, when student background was. not controlled.

+2.2 Differences in achievement attributable to level of school functioning
- for a student 1like the average public school sophomore

‘Given these differences, it becomes possible to estimate the effect on
hievement of being in a Catholic or other private school through each of the
pes of differences. This will show, for example, the estimated gain in
ievement if the amount of homework done by public school sophomores were
he same as that donme by Catholic school students with similiar backgrounds
fthat is, an extra 1.2 hours a week), but other measured characteristics of
the school remained the same. .
In this way some or all of the achievement difference: between private
d public schools shown in table 6.2.1 may be accounted for or explained.
r example, in table 6.2.1, the reading achievements in Catholic schools of
‘phomores with backgrounds similar to those of public school sophomores is

a
32 items greater than that of thé public school sophomores. This difference
+32 items may be due in part to the 1.2 hours more homework in the Cathoiic
hools. Carrying out the calculations, it can be seen that public school
ophomores who are average in all the other measured family background
haracteristics and in a school that is average in the measured school
characteristics get .05 more items on the reading test correct if they do the

ame amount of homework as similar students (i.e., background-standardized) do

the Catholic sector.
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:arrying out this examination, the amount of achievement explained

¢ —— ables in each of the five areas of school functioning is added to
give a total explained by the measured characteristics in that area.l' Thus,
in the areas of coursework, homework, attendance, disciplinary climate, and
student behavior, the analysis results in a number that is the amount of
achievement difference between public and Catholic or other private schools
that can be accounted for by the differences in the level at which that factor
exists in each sector. °"If the number is positive, this means that the average
public school student would gain in achievement if the public school operated
at the same level as the average Catholic or other private school. If the
number is negative, it means that the average public school student would have
iower achievement if the public school operated at the same level as the
average Catholic or other private school.

Table 7.2.2 shows the overall differemce in achievement in reading,
vocabulary, and mathematics in public and private schools, controlling on
student background, taken from table 6.2.1, and the amount of achievement
difference that can be accounted for by the differences in each of the five
areas. The sum of these five differential achievements (labelled “"total
accounted for” in the table) is the amount of achievement difference acgounted
for or explained by all these measures of school functioning. If that sum is
less than the overall diffe;ence in achievement, there remains an unexplained
achievement difference between the private and the public sector. 1If the

.total accounted for is greater than the overall difference (as, for example,

lIn~t:erms of calculations, this was estimated by maltiplying the
difference in the two levels of functioning (seen in table 7.2.1) by the
relevant regression coefficients in the public sector.
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TABLE 7.2.2

ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS DUE TO
VARIOUS AREAS OF SCHOOL FUNCTIONING, FOR STUDENTS WITH FAMILY
BACKGROUNDS LIKE THAT OF THE AVERAGE SOPHOMORE IN
PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980 2

Catholic Other Private
Read- | Vocab~| Mathe- | Read-] Vocab- Mat@e—
ing ulary | matics ing ulary | matics
Sophomores
Coursework -.01 -.01 .04 | -.06 ~-.06 -, 17
Homework .05 .04 .13 .06 .04 .15
Attendance .04 .03 .15 .01 .01 .02
Disciplinary climate -.03 -.08 -.17 .06 -.01 .13
Student behavior . .33 J11 .46 .33 .19 .57
Total accounted for .38 .09 .61 40 .16 .75
Overall (from table 6.2.1)] .32 .36 .58 .14 .33 .56
Seniors
Coursework .01 .01 1.08 -.06 -.06 47
Homework .U .03 .02 .07 .05 .03
Attendance .02 .00 .04 .01 .00 .02
Disciplinary climate .01 .00 .02 .10 .07 .01
Student behavior .20 .01 .25 .18 .11 A4l
Total accounted for .28 .05 1.41 .30 .17 .94
Overall (from tables 6.2.1] .24 .56 .60 40 .51 74
and 6.2.2)

#Standard errors are not calculated for this table and the next
because of the special complications in doing so~-since the school-
functioning differences used in calculating the achievement differences

are sample estimates (see table 7.2.2) as are the regression coefficients
also used in the calculation.
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evement for sophohores in the Catholic-public comparison-—.32
i and .38 accounted for), this suggests that there are other
factors that partly compensate for the effects of these |
g¢r6¥?“63£ are not included in the analysis—or that the characteristics of
school functioning make more difference within the public sector than within
the private sector. It is clear that the present analysis is imperfect,
certainly excluding some factors that either augment or depress achievement in
the public schools.1

Despite the existence of some differences between the overall
differences and the total accounted for, the results shown in table 7.2.2 give
an idea of the sources of the difference in achievement between the public and
private sectors. Differences in the level of homework account for a small but
consistent part of the differences in achievement; differences in the
student's own attendance patterms account for a .smaller part. The effects of
differences in the disciplinary climate are inconsistent in direction and
size. The effects of coursework are ;ifficult to assess, since the
measurement is weak except in the senior year for mathematics, where the
taking of specific courses was measured and where the effect of coursework on
achievement was found to be great. The one area in which the effect of
public-private differenceg is most consistently strong is student behavior.

These measures of student behavior are school-level measures and it is
important to clarify exactly what they refer to. To some degree, the
student's own behavior is statistically controlled through the two measures of

the student's own attendance, which constitute part (c¢) im table 7.2.1. 1If the

lThis is especially true for advanced mathematics courses, where the
regression coefficient is 1.40 in the private sector and 1.51 in the public
sector.
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udent's own behavior were fully controlled statistically, we could attribute
s student behavior effect wholly to the effect of behavior problems among
her students on the student's own achievement. As it is, such an inference
somewhat speculative, since the student's own behavior is not well
ntrolled statistically. Yet there is a definite indication that these may
not only an interference of the student's own misbehavior on that same
student's achievement, but also an effect of the general level of behavior
disorder on the achievement of even those students whose behavior is good.1
A student's achievement may be affected by other students' behavior in
veral ways. Some of these are not completely understood, but the tiﬁe a
sacher must devote to disciplining students ratﬁer than teaching, how much
spetition of material is required to have most of the students understand new

terial, and the distractions that disorder in the school impose on the

:udent may all have an effect.

11t 1s not fully clear just what is measured by these perceptions of
dent behavior. They are not direct measures of the actual rates of

avior problems, and they may be measures of some more subtle difference in
e disciplinary character of the school. We conducted a partial test of this
sistion for two of the four measures used in this analysis. Direct measures
om the students are available for absenteeism and cutting clasgses. For each
ent we calculated a measure of the average absenteeism and percent who cut
lasses among the students in that student's school who were in the survey,
2luding the student's own responses to these two questions. The effects of
se two measures of attendance, as they differ between the public and

vate sectors, can be compared to the effects of the two measures obtained
m sophomores' perceptions. Background—-standardized differences between the
lic sector and the two private sectors on these two measures of attendance
re calculated and the actual school-level behavior for each student was
tituted in the general equation used in preparing table 7.2.2. The
fferences between the effects of sophomore perceptions of attendance

1avior and the actual average attendance behavior of all other students was
0fold. We found the effects of students' actual behavior (absences, cutting
asses) to be consistently negative, but, generally, the amount of loss or

in in achievement is lower. This suggests that, although something more

an actual student attendance is captured by the student perception of
havior, actual average school attendance does have a negative effect on

ol achievement.
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In one of the areas, disciplinary climate, the inconsistent results
present something of a puzzle. 1If the lesser degree of student behavior
problems in private §ch§ols does make a difference in achievement then
presumably the disciplinary differences between the public and private sectors
should as well, because they influence student behavior. The last dependent
clause may be the key to the puzzle of why disciplinary differences show
incongsistent, sometimes negative effects. By statistically controlling
student behavior and homework, we controlled on the intervening variables
through which the school's disciplinary climate should have its effect. Thus
the very pa;hs through which a disciplinary climate can have {ts principal
effect have been excluded from consideration in assessing the effect of the
disciplinary climate. To see the true effect of the disciplinary-climate
differences between public and privﬁte schools, we should examiné not only
theit direct effect, but also their effect through student behavior.

A portion of this is showm in table 7.2.3 part (a), which presents the
effect of public—Catholic and public-;ther private differences in disciplinary
climate on the four ditems of perceived student behavior that were shown in
table 7.2.1 part (e), again for a standardized public school sophomore student
body. This does not capture the effects of disciplinary climate through the
two measures ;f individual student behavior included in the analysis-—that is,
homework and attendagce-—but.it does capture the effects through the paths of
the four aspects of student behavior as perceived by sophomores.

Table 7.2.3 part (b) shows just how much of the differences in
perceived absenteeism, class cutting, student fights, and'threatening teachers
between the public sector and the two private sectors can be accounted for by
differences in disciplinary climate (see table 7.2.1 for the three items °f,

disciplinary climate), for both sophomores and seniors. These "discipline-
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TABLE 7.2.3

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN LEVELS OF BEHAVIOR
PROBLEMS DUE TO DIFFERENCES IN LEVELS OF DISCIPLINARY CLIMATE AND
IN ACHIEVEMENT THROUGH EFFECTS OF BEHAVIOR PROBLEMS, WITH
STUDENT BACKGROUND STATISTCALLY CONTROLLED:2 SPRING 1980

(a) Effects of Disciplinary Climate
Diff
Catholic-Public Other Private-Public
Sophomores:
Effects on:
Mean perceived
absenteeism .18 .13
Mean perceived
cutting class .29 .16
Mean perceived
student fights .15 14
Mean perceived ’
threaten teachers .14 .11
Seniors:
Effects on:
Mean perceived '
absenteeism .17 .13
Mean perceived
cutting class .19 .14
Mean perceived
student fights .14 © W14
Mean perceived
threaten teachers .13 ' .10
(b) Effects Through Behavior
Problems in Achievement
Catholic Other Private
Read-| Vocab- | Mathe-| Read-| Vocab-| Mathe-
_ing ulary | matics| -ing ulary | matics
Effects for:
Sophomores .13 .07 .25 .10 .07 .22
Seniors .06 -,01 .13 .06 .04 .16

a, . .
Family background characterics controlled are the seventeen
used in table 6.2.1 and listed in sectiom 6.2.2.
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related” differencés in behavior can be compared to part (e) of table 7.2.1,
to see what proportion of the difference in behavior ig accounted for by these
items of disciplinary climate. For example, the total difference between
publi¢ and Catholic schools at the sophomore level in perceived absenteeism is
sixty-£five percent and the difference accounted for by disciplinary climate is
.18, or twenty eight percent of the total. (It is important not to conclude
that only this much of the variation in background-standardized attendance is
a consequence of the discipline in the school; the three items used as
indicators must certainly be only weak indicators of the disciplinaryr
character of the school.) :

With this information, it is possible to estimate the effect of the
disciplinary climate through four aspects of school-level student behavior.
This is shown in part (b) of the table. In nearly all cases, :hé positive
effects of disciplinary climate through student behavior outweigh the negative
direct effects shown in table 7.2.2. Thus, through the aspects of behavior
showm in table 7.2.3 the disciplinaryicliﬁate differences between the public
and private sectors lead to greater achievement in the private sectors, though
the imperfections of measurement have very likely masked part of the effects.
7.2.3 Differences in school functions and in achievement attributable to

school functioning for students like the average Catholic school

sophomore '
 In the previous section we estimated school functioning differences
for the average public school sophomore and the achievement losses associated
with this different»functioning in the public sector. Yet another question is
whether school functioning differs fqr different types of students in each
sector. In this section we discuss school functioning for a student with the
average family background characteristics of Catholic school sophomore and its

effect on achievement differences between the public and private sectors.
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First, then, we ask what is the difference in the level of school
tioning in the public and private sectors for this type of student? Table
2.4 shows these differences between Catholic and public schools and between
er private and public schools. We find that in both private sectors stu-
its like the average Catholic school sophomore complete more homework, are
hsent less often, and are generally attending a school where the disciplinary
limate is perceived more favorably and where there is less student
isbehavior. The differences between table 7.2.3 and table 7.2.1 can be
hought of as an interaction measure: the interactions of family background
,& school sector on level of functioning. Comparing the two tables, it is
ear that this interaction is slight. The Catholic-public differences tend
increase slightly when the standardization is carried out to the average
atholic sophomore. The other private-public differences also tend to
ncrease by this standardization, but somewhat less consistently than is true
or the Catholic-public comparisons. Only, in the cases of teacher interest,
airness of discipline, and perceived absenteeism do the differences between
able 7.2.1 ;nd table 7.2.4 appear to be non-trivial. In these few cases we
 n say that the sectors differ more for higher socioeconomic students
represented by the standardization to the average Catholic sophomore) than
or the lower socioeconomic students.

The second question asks what would be the change in achievement
;ntcomes if public schools increased their level of functioning for a student
ith the background characteristics of the average Catholic school

ophomore. It is important to emphasize the limited mature of this question:
Wwe are asking, what is the effect of a given level of school functioning in
he public sector for a student like a Catholic sophomore as compared with his

her expected achievement in the average Catholic or other private school?
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TABLE 7.2.4

DIFFERENCES BETIWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN STUDENT BEHBAVIOR AND SCHOOL CLIMATE,
STANDARDIZED TO FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF CATHOLIC
SOPHOMORE STUDENTS? SPRING 1980
(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)

1 Catholic Minus Public Other Private Minus Public
tem —— oo = =
Sophomore Senior Sophomote Senior
a. Coursework completed by students
Proportion taking honors English .seceecceseves -.04 .00 -.09 -.09
(.009) (.010) (.018) (.022)
Proportion taking honors Mathematics seesescss .02 .03 -.06 -.03
: (. 009) (. 010) (. 020) (.022)
Average number of advanced mathematics
COUTSES eseessvsrsssnsosciansesssnsecesincsse DNA .61 DNA .24
(.027) (. 060)
b.. Homework completed by students
Average number of hours per week .....ecececsses 1.27 .96 1.40 1.45
(.075) (.079) (.161) (. 175)
¢. Attendance by individual students
Absent from School ...c.ccecevnecsscccecorencnns -.41 - 41 -.04 -, 18
(. 024) (. 026) (. 049) (.056).
Cut class now and then ...ceceevsosrenscncsaseos -.19 -.21 -.02 ~-.08
b (.008) (.010) (.017) (. 022)
d. Disciplinary climate as perceived by students
Teacher INEErest ..c.secescossersccsonsorsescsonne .44 . 44 . 54- .55
(.014) (.007) (.012) (.016)
Fairness of discipline ...c.ecoveeceuvcncnnncans .21 .21 .13 .15
(. 005) (. 006) (.012) (.013)
Effectiveness/strictuness of discipline ......... .62 .61 .33 .34
B (.906) (.007) (.014) (. 015)
e, Student behavior in school as perceived by
sophomores i
AbSenteeism ....ccvvseviaccacrerecasancsarosncas .69 .70 .59 +60
(. 006) (. 006) (.013) (.014)
Cutting ClaS8 .uveececececestsecsscacccsnscsssas .80 .80 .55 .54
(.008) (.008) (.018) (.019)
Students fighting each other ......ccvecvennneos .42 .42 .58 .60
(. 006) (.006) (. 012) (.013)
Students threatening teachers ..........cevenenn . 16. .15 .16 .16
(. 002) (.002) (.01 (.004)

aFamily background characteristics controlled are the seventeen used in table 6.2.1. The
numbers in the table are obtained by first multiplying public school sophomore background means by
regression coefficients from the regression of the variable in question on family background to obtain
the expected level of the variable in question for that population, using regressions carried out
on private school sophomores, private school seniors, and public school seniors and then subtracting
the public school value from the private school value.

bClimat:e variables aggregated to school level.

“Behavior variables aggregated to school level; a high value implies that students perceiving
this as happening rarely or never.
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Thus in comparing achievement, this contrast takes into account the effect
that a higher family background has on achievement in the public sector as
well as the effect of any given level of functioning.1

Table 7.2.5 shows the results of this analysis. In general we find
fewer differences in achievement outcomes for this type of student than that
found in our previous analysis for students like public school sophomores. It
appears that a student's higher socioeconomic family background compensates to
some degree for the lower level of functioning in the public sector, except in
the area of student misbehavior. Here achievement gains in both private
sectors are generally large. Coursework for seniors also brings aboﬁt higher
mathematics achievement in the private sectors. Other areas of school
functioning appear to be less important to these achievement differences among
students like Catholic sophomores, though indirect effects of disciplinary

climate (through student behavior) shown in table 7.2.3 are still relevant to

this type of student.2

1An estimated 9 for students like the average Catholic school

- sophomore was calculated using the public sector regression coefficients and

- the Catholic sophomore means for the 17 family background characteristics, the
mean level of functioning (for example, homework) found in the public sector
for that type of student, except in the case of the function under consider-
ation. 1In this latter case, the mean level of school functioning in the
Catholic or other private sector for this same type of student was used.

2Another way to consider the differences in public and private school
functioning is to ask what would be the achievement losses for an average
public school sophomore if he attended a private school that functioned like
‘the average public school. An answer to this question both provides a
partially independent check of the inferences made in the text on the basis of
‘table 7.2.2 and gives some idea of the sensitivity of achievement in the
private sector to each of these areas of school functioning. Appendix table
A.4.15 shows the expected achievement losses in private schools that function
~at the level of public schools for the average public school sophomore in the
five ways discussed in the text. Thus this analysis uses the private sector
regression coefficients together with differences shown in table 7.2.1.

Without going into detail, the results are generally consistent with
ose of the public school analysis shown in table 7.2.2., However, the total
ows show that achievement in the private sector is considerably more
lengitive to the school's functioning than achievement in the public .sector.
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TABLE 7.2.5.

EVEMENT GAINS OR LOSSES IN PRIVATE RELATIVE TO PUBLIC SCHOOLS
FOR STUDENTS WITH FAMILY BACKGROUNDS
LIKE THAT OF THE AVERAGE SOPHOMORE
IN CATHOLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

Catholic Other Private
Read- | Vocab-| Mathe- | Read-| Vocab=| Mathe-
ing | ulary | matics ing ulary | matics
Sophomores
Coursework -.02 -,02 .04 -,.06 -.06 -.13
Homework .06 .04 .14 .07 . 05 .16
Attendance .04 .03 .14 .00 .00 .02
Disciplinary climate -.03 -.08 -.18 05  -.01 12
Student behavior .34 .12 .48 .34 .19 58
Total accounted for .38 .09 62 40 16 74
Overall (from table 6.2.1)| .32 .34 .58 14 33 56
Seniors
Coursework .00 .00 .93 -. 06 07 33
Bomework . .05 .04 .03 .08 .06 .04
Attendance .02 .00 .04 .01 .00 .02
Disciplinary climate .01 .00 .00 .10 a7 00
Student behavior - .20 .02 .27 . .19 12 42
Total accounted for | .30 .07 1.27 32 18 81
Overall (from tables 6.2.1} .24 .56 .60 .40 .51 .74

and 6.2.2)

aStandard errors are not calculated for this table because of
the special complications in doing so-—since the school-functioning
differences used in calculating the achievement differences are sample
estimates (see table 7.2.2) as are the regression coefficients also
used in the calculation.
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7.3. School program enrollment and achievement

One of the aspects of school functioning that has a strong potential
for affecting achievement is the placing of students in different programs.
Generally, high school programs in the United States are identified as
academic, general, or vocational. Academic programs are designed to provide
credentials for admission to a four-year college, while general and vocational
_programs are not (aléhough college admissions requirements have become so
flexible that successful completion of an- academic program is not now a
prerequisite for admission to some four-year colleges). Vocational programs
contain much wmore non-classroom curricular content than do general programs.

Yet placement in a particular program is not merely a potential
determinant of subsequent achievement. It is also an indicator of past
achievement and of future intentions. Because it is such an indicator, if
schools in each sector used the same criteria in placing students in different
programs it would be appropriate to use the gtudent's program in sch001 as an
additional statistical control to eliminate bias due to selection.

There are, then, potentially two ways related to a student's program
in which different scho@ls can have different effects on achievement. If the
program a student is in has an effect on that student's achievement, then
schools with different policies for placing students in programs will produce
different levels of achievement-—even if they start with the same students.
Second, programs labelled as academic (or general, or vocational) in one
school may have different effectshfhan a program labelled as academic (or'
general, or vocational) in another school.

The examination of school program can thus be of value in the study of'
differential effects of private and public sector schools in three ways. It

can show whether the effects of the private sectors we have found can be
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explained merely as private schools' enrolling more students who, whatever
sector they were in, would be in an academic program. Second, it can show
vwhether there appear to be different policies in different sectors for placing
students in different programs. Third, it can show whether the consequences
for cog£itive achievement of being in a given program differ from sector to
sector.

If schools in each sector use the same criteria in placing students in
the different programs, and if the levels of cognitive achievement in a given
program are the same in each sector, then the apparent effect of the private
sector is merely due to initial selection of students. If either (or both) of
these is not true, then the private sector has effects on achievement in
either or both of the two ways described above.

The f£irst question, then, is; Do schools in the three sectors use the
same policies for placing students in the differeant programs? As a first
indicator, let us suppose that the sophomore percentages enrolled in each
program reflect only background diffe£;nces in the three sectors, and not
differences in school policy. Then we may get an indication of policy
differences in the three sectors in moving students between programs by
comparing the percentage of seniors in each program with the percentage of
sophomores.

As we see in table 7.3.1 at the sophomore level, 30 percent of the
public échools students are in an academic program, as are 62 percent of the
Catholic school students, and 57 percent of the students-in other private
schools. For seniors, the percentage in an academic program in the public
schools is 35 percent, in the Catholic schools 70 percent, and in the other
private schools 70 percent—increases of 5 percent, 8 percent, and 13 percent,

respectively. Since the dropout rate between sophomore and senior years is
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TABLE 7.3.1

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION FOR STUDENTS ENROLLED IN ACADEMIC, GENERAL
OF VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS, BY GRADE AND TYPE OF SCHOOL:
: SPRING 1980

o e e e e T e b it .

Public Catholic Other Private
Type of
Program 10 12 10 12 10 12
Academic LI B IR BN BN BN BN BN BN % ) 30‘2 34.5 61.8 69.5 57'2 70'4

General ..ccvceccee 47.2 39.0 32.4 21.0 37.2 21.6
Vocational .cceeces 23.6 27.5 5.8 9.5 5.5 7.9

larger in nonacademic programs and is about twice as high in the public as the
private sector, we would expect to see a greater increase in the percentage in
an academic program in the public schools. But the reverse is true. Students
in the private sector move into an academic program from their sophomore to
their senior year, but comparable proportions of the public sector students
are not making that move. This suggests that program placement policies do
indeed differ in the public and private sectors.

The same question can also be examined through an analysis which
statistically controls on family background and also asks whether there is a
remaining sector. effect on being in a given program. When being in an
academic program as a senior was itself taken as a dependent variable ip the
public and Catholic schools, Qith the 17 background characteristics and school
sector as independent variables, school sector was the strongest predictor.1
With all these background characteristics controlled, a student in a Catholic

school was still 25 percent more likely to be in an academic program than a

student in a public school.

lror reasons discussed in chapter 6, section 6.2.2, the appropriate
logit analysis was not used here.
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Moreover, the assumption granted earlier——that the sophomore program
placement is purely a function of background and ability, and independent of
school policy—~is a very dubious one. 1If, for sophomores, being in an
academic program is taken as a dependent variable with the 17 background
factors which include both parents' expectations about college attendance and
school sector as independent variables, Catholic school sophomores are 21
percent more likely to be enrolled in an academic program.

‘The second question, concerning school program policies, asks how
students‘perform in the same program and from comparable backgrounds in publie
schools, Catholic schools, and other private schools. This assumption will
introduce a bias against the private sector because the data discussed above
strongly suggest that some students who would be in a general or vocational
program in the public sector are in an academic program in the private sector.

Such an analysis was conducted only for the academic and general
programs since vocational programs are infrequent in the private sector, and
only for the public and Catholic schoolg. Using the same procedures and
background variables used in previous analyses, and adding dummy variables for
enrollment in vocational or general programs, achievement was estimated for
students in academic and general programs in both the Catholie and public
sectors, for students with backgrounds standardized to the average publig
school sophomore. |

Table 7.3.2 shows that sophomores in academic programs in Catholic
schools achieve at higher levels than their counterparts in the public sector,
and that the differences for students in academic programs are statistically

significant for all three tests. At the senior level the differences are in
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TABLE 7.3.2

DIFFERENCES IN ACHIEVEMENT IN PUBLIC AND CATHOLIC SCHOOLS WITHIN
SCHOOL PROGRAM, FOR STUDENT WITH AVERAGE BACKGROUND OF
PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORE: SPRING, 1980

(Standard error of difference in parenthesis)

General Program Academic Program
Subtest

Sophomore ‘Senior Sophomore Senior

Reading ...... .248 .181 .138 .126
(. 080) (. 089) (. 055) (.068)

v .306 «397 .235 .399

(. 064) (.076) (.058) (. 059)

. . 641 . 492 217 .001

(. 129) (. 159) (.094) (. 125)

the same direction, but are statistically significant only for vocabulary. 1In

general programs, students in Catholic schools achieve more highly than those
of comparable backgrounds'in public schools in all three tests in both
grades. In this case, the differences are statistically significant for all
three tests in both grades. Furthermore, as thé table indicates, the between~
sector differences are consistently greater for students emnrolled in the
general program.

. Thus, while there is evidence that students in an academic program
from comparable backgrounds aéhieve somewhat more highly in Catholic schools
than in public schools, the greater gap appears to exist in the general
program. Consistent with this, students in a general program appear to be
subjected to greater demands in Catholic schools than in public schools.
Table 7.3.3 shows that when comparing coursework for seniors with comparable
backgrounds in general programs, those in the Catholic sector take an average
of .65 more advanced mathematics courses than seniors in the public sector.

Absenteeism and cutting classes also show differences for the general program
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TABLE 7.3.3.

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CATHOLIC AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN STUDENT
BEHAVIOR BY SCHOOL PROGRAM AND GRADE, STANDARDIZED TO
FAMILY BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBLIC

~%§gmy

A e

SOPHOMORE STUDENTS:2® SPRING 1980
é -
%% Academic General .
?' 3
@% ,; 10 12 10 12

a) Coursework completed

by students

Percent taking
hohors English evscosvcnse ‘.10 -006 ‘-03 '01

R
e S
GRS

Percent taking
honors mathematics ...c.. -.04 -,03 -.02 .01

Average number of
advanced mathematics
courses S0 OOECEOROOOOBOGO O DNA .45 DNA .65

b) Homework completed
by students

Average number of hours

per Week e ceatseLRORNSRE '1.18 .47 093 .49
¢) Attendance by individual
students
Abgent  from school ceee.e =.36 -,28 =46 -.52
Cut class now and then .. -.14 -.16 -,22 7.22 !

%ramily background characteristics used in the analysis are the
' same seventeen characteristics identified in section 6.2; standardization
procedures and estimated level of functioning follow those outlined for
table 7.2.1. :
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students.

Thug, differences in school program placement policies make it more
likely that students, whatever their background characteristics, will be
placed in an academic program if they attend a Catholic school rather than a
public school. Even though this is the case, students who are in academic
programs in Catholic schools do better than students from comparable
backgrounds in public schools in most comparisons, and at least as well in the
others. It is for the students in the general program that being in a
Catholic school makes the most difference in achievement.

Altogether, answers to the questions with which we began this section
+on school programs all point in the direction of greater effects of the

, private sectors than of the public sector on achievement. The student's
program does not account for private-public differences in achievement.
Private~sector policies put students in an academic program who would be in a
general or vocational program in a public ?chool. And then examining student
achievement in academic and.general programs in public and Catholic schools
shows that achievement is consistently higher within each program in the
Catholic schools.

The earlier sections of this chapter showed that there are at least
two important ways in which private schools produce higher achievement
outcomes than public schools. First, given the same’type of student (i.e.,
with background standardized), private schools create higher rates of engage-
ment in academic activities. Séhool attendance is better, students do more
homework, and students generally take more rigorous subjects (i.e., more
advanced mathematics). The first two of these factors provide modegtly
greater achievement in private schools. The third, ftaking advanced mathe-

matics courses, brings substantially greater achievement. The indication is
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that more extensive academic demandé are made in the private schools, for
comparable students, leading to more advanced courses and thus to greater
achievement. This'is a somewhat obvious conclusion, and the statistical
evidence supports it. Second, student behavior in a school has strong and
consistent effects on student achievement. Apart from mathematics coursework
for seniors, the greatest differences in achievement between private and
public schools are accounted for by school-level behavior variables (i.e., the
incidence of fights, students threatening teachers, etc.). The disciplinary
climate of .a school, that is, th% effectiveness and fairness of discipline and
teacher interest, affects achievement at least in part through its effect on
these school-level behavior variables.

Although these answers are only partial, in that additiomal school
factors may also explain the different outcomes in the sectors, they strongly
suggest that school functioning makes a difference in achievement outcomes for
the average student. And private schogls of both sectors appear to function
better in the areas that countribute to achievement.

This is not, however, equivalent to saying that policies which would
facilitate enrollment in private schools would increase the average levels of
achievement among American high school students.. That is a much more complex
question, and one that requires examining more fully the paths through which
private schools may have their effects. The next section sketches out these

paths, to indicate the kind of information necessary to answer the policy

questions.:

7.4, Models of school effects onvcoggitive achievement

By specifying the possible paths through which private schools may

bring about greater achievement, we can locate the results of :he'present
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report within that overall framework.

Figure 7.4.1 describes the possible ways that school sector may affect
the achievement outcome of students. Our focus in this last chapter has been
on school policies. The graph indicates first how school policies can affect
achievement. School policies, such as level of homework, curriculum, and
disciplinary practices, indirectly affect a student's achievement bﬁ
influencing that student's behavior (see path 10). This is the most
straightforward path. 1In addition, those policies directly affect student
achievement (illustrated by path 11) and include such factors as teachers®
skill or commitment. School policies can also affect a given student's
achievement through their impact on other students' behavior (via path 9).
That is, the same policies that increase one student's homework or decrease
that student's absence or disorderly behavior can be intensified through the
medium of other students' behavior (illustrated by the sequence of paths 9 and
12). This report suggests that these scho?l policies vary between sectors,
(particularly in thé public and other private sector), as well as within
sector, and are indeed felated to student achievement.

There is, however, another path through which school type and school
policies affect achievement: through the background and behavior of other
students (see sequences 4-7-12-13 and 4~6-9-12-13). With a given level of
tuition, coupled with a given income distribution, and specific policies of
student selection, the school type "determines” the distributiom of other
students in the school. Thesehﬁackground variables greatly affect the other
students' behavior in the school (path 7), and may directly affect school
policies (path 6), which in turn affect st;dent behavior (paths 9 and 10).
Other students' behavior can affect a given student's achievement in either of

two ways: through their direct effect on that student's behavior (path 12),
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(for example, a hard-working and committed student body will ordinarily
generate commitment among its incoming members); or through school policies
(path 8). A disobedient or truant student population can impede academic and
disciplinary policies to the point that the demands are relaxed and the
policies accommodated to the students' behavior. This is one aspect of the
ch:nge that many schools underwent during the student revolt of the late
sixties and early seventies.

If private schools were available to a larger segment of the
population, then the effect of this alternative path, from school type to
other students' background (path 4) becomes important to the question of
whether achievement will be increased. In part, what is at issue in
disagreements about the effects on achievement of making private schools
available to a broader range of students lies in implicit beliefs about the
relative importance of paths 4, 6, 7, 8, and 12 compared to 5, 9, 10, and
11. If the principal effect of the school type on achievement is through the
sequence 4~7-12-13, or 4~7-8-10-12-13, or 4-6;10-13, then such broadening of
availability would have little impact on achievement because the policy change
would disrupt path 4. If a large component of the effect is through paths 5,
9, 10, and 11, then such increased access to private education should not
dilute the school's impact on achieﬁement. Furthermore, if the effects are
through 9, 10, and 11, then any change that resulted in the appropriate
changes in school policies, whether or not it had anything to do with private
schools, would be effective in iﬁéreasing achievement. Thus, where such
things as curriculum and disciplinary policies have effects on student
behavior and achievement that are independent‘of school type and student
background, we can institute changes in any school that would affect

achievement. It is for this reason that the results in this chapter are as
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relevant to public schools as they are to private schools.

It is useful to review, in light of this path diagram, just what our
analysis in the present chapter and earlier ones is designed to do in
separating out the different type of effects. Tables 5.3.1 and 5.3.3 and
Figure 5.3 showed the combined effects of path 5 from school type to school
policies, and 4~7-8-=that is, from school type through background through '
student behavior to policies. Similarly, tables S5.4.1, S5.4.4 and 5.4.5, and
figure 5.4.1 show the combined effects of school policies to student behavior,
and 4~7, 4~6-8 (and 4~7-12) from school type through student backgrounds to
student behavior,

Table 7.2.1 is designed to separate out [in part (d)] the part of
school type effect on school policies (called disciplinary climate in this
chapter) that operates through path 5 and eliminates that part which operates
by paths 4-6 or 4=7-8. That was done by statistically adjusting the policy
differences between public and Catholic or between public and other private
for differences in student backgronnd: The values shown in part (d) of table
7.2.1 are estimates of the amount of school policy (i.e., "disciplinary
climate”) difference due to school type directly through path 5.1

Similarly, parts (a), (b) and (c) are estimates of the effect of school type
on the student's own behavior through school policies (paths 5-10 and 5-9-12)
uncontaminated by the path l-2--that is, by the student's own background).

For example, the difference in homework donme by sophomores in Catholic schools

and sophomores in public schools is 1.9 hours per week; .8 hours of this is

lthe dependent variables in this analysis are school means of
perceived policies, and thus did not differ within school. Consequently, even
though the individual's background was statistically controlled, the effect is
to control the backgrounds of all students. Thus the effects controlled out
in the analysis are those through paths 4-6-12 plus a path (not shown) from
student's own background to school policy.
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accounted for by differences in family background, and 1.1 remains as the
estimated differences due to policy differences between the two sectors. The
diagram shows, howevef, that there is another uncontrolled path through which
the observed difference due to school type might operate: path 4, and from
there via path 7 or 6. What should be controlled in order for the values in
rows 1, 2, and 3 to reflect only the effects through paths 5-10 and 5-9-12 is
not only the student's own background, but also the bdckgrounds of other
students in the school. If that had been done in table 7.2.1 then the values
in these rows would be estimates of the effect of school type via path 5-10
and 5-9-12.

Part (e) of table 7.2.1 is intended to provide estimates of the effect
of school type via path 5~9 to other students' behavior, by controlling on
other students' backgrounds and thus blocking path 4-7.1 However, some of the
items in this area not only include other students' behavior, but also the
student's own. As a consequence, the 1tqu in part (e) are measures 6f the
effect of school type via both‘paths 5-10 and 5-9.

l Then, table 7.2.2 is designed to show the direct effects of school
types on achievement through the student's behavior (rows 1, 2, 3 in the
table; paths 5~10-13 and 5-9~12-13), through school policies directly (row 4)
in the table; paths 5-11) and through the student body behavior (row 5) in the
table; path 5-10). The last of these is ambiguous. If the measures were
indicative of average student behavior in the school, they could then be
modified to exclude the studenﬁ;s own behavior, and would truly be measures of

other students' behavior in the school. Consequently, a regression analysis

181nce the dependent variable is at the level of the school in these
cages, the student backgrounds controlled in this analysis effectively become
the aggregate student background in the school.
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including the student's own behavior and the other students' behavior,
measured in this way, would give the effects of his own behavior on his
achievement and the effect of other students' behavior on his achievement.
The ways in which the latter might occur are numerous but, perhaps most
importantly, behavior in the classroom affects how much the teacher can teach
and the level of distraction for any given student.

However, since the components of "student behavior™ as measured and
used in tables 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 are averages of student perceptions about
behavior problems in the school, and because for two of these (fights among
students and students threatening teachers) there are no measures of the
individual's own behavior, the effects shown for "student behavior™ in table
7.2.2 cannot be unambiguously interpreted as effects of other students'
behavior. WNevertheless, it appears likely that some part of thi§ effect
(which is the strougest shown in the table in nine of the twelvé analysas) is
due to other students' behavior. This would mean that there is a missing

path, say path 14, in figure 7.4.1, from other students' behavior directly to

the student's achievement.

The upper part of table 7.2.3 shows the effecis of school policies (as
measured by "disciplinary climate” differences) on various aspects of student
behavior, as indicated by path 9. The lower part shows the effects of tyoae
policies on a student’s aéhievement through the student behavior in the

school-~that is, through both the student's own behavior and that of other

students, paths 10 and 12,1

lThe effects of school policies on a student's achievement through his
own and other students' behavior (that is, through paths 10-13 and 9-14)
cannot be distinguished here. If the methods used had allowed distinguishing
the effects on achievement of the students' own behavior and that of the other
students (path 13 and missing path 14), then the effect of school policies
through other students' behavior and own behavior would simply be in
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The analysis as carried out in this chapter does not, of course, allow
‘for distinguishing the sizes of the effects through all the paths shown in

‘figure 7.4.1. It only'begins to allow distinguishing qualitatively between

the kinds of effects identified by the various paths shown in figure 7.4.1.
Most important for purposes of policies vis-a-vis private schools, of course,
is the relative importance of the direct effects of school type on school

policy (path 5) and the indirect effects which begin with path 4, the effect

of school type upomr other students' backgrounds. Policies that would affect

the social composition of the students attending schools in the private sector

~would change path 4, but would not change path 5.

proportion to the sizes of paths 14 and 13. This must be 8o, since the effect
of school policies, a variable that is constant for all students in the
school, on a given student's behavior and on the average behavior of all
8tudents cannot even in principle be distinguished.
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CHAPTER 8
CONCLUSION

In chapter 1 of this report, we examined a number of premises under-
lying policies that would increase the role of private schools and a number of
underlying policies that would decrease their role. Perhaps the best way to
conclude is to review those premises, to see just which premises this report
has provided evidence on, and what can be concluded from the evidence about
each premise. In addition, other results were found along the way, some of

which provide additional information that bears upon the overall policy

questions.

Premise underlying policies that would increase the role of private schools

1. Private schools produce better cognitive outcomes than do public
schools (chapter 6).

The evidence from chapter 6, supplemented by evidence from chapter 7,
is that private schools do produce better cog%itive outcomes than public
schools. When family background factors that predict achievement are
controlled, students in both Catholic and other private schools are shown to
achieve at a higher level than students in public schools. The &ifference at
the sophomore level, which was greater for Catholic schools than for other
private schools, ranged from abouf a fifth of the sophomore=-senior gain to
§bout two-thirds the'size of that gain (i.e., from a little less than half a
year's difference to something more than one year's difference). This
evidence 13 subject to a caveat: despite extensive statistical controls on
paréntal background, there may very well be other unmeasured factors in the
self-gselection into the private sector that are associated with higher

4

achievement.
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We examined gains from the sophomore to the senior year in the three
sectors; we introduced three differing sets of assumptions for examining this
growth, to get a range of estimates. Two sets ofxassumptions probably favor
the public sector and one probably favors the private sectors. Under gll sets
of assumptions, achievement growth was greater in both private sectors than in
the public sector except for readiﬁg in the Catholic schools, which gave
different results under different assumptions.

A caveat to all these results is shown by the high-performance public
and private schools. Performance was much higher in both of these sets of
schools than in any of the three sectors (section 6.l1), although these schools
could not be separately studied in the extended analysis of section 6.2
because of ceiling ‘effects in achievement scores.

2. Private schools provide better character and personality
development than do public schools (chapter 5).

Little evidence on character and personality development was provided
in this report. Students in other private schools show slightly higher levels
of self-esteem as sophomores and highe; gains from the sophomore to senior
year in fate control than students in public or Catholic schools. The in~-
ference that theré is greater growth om both these dimensiomns in other private
schools is strengthened by the fact that students in high-performance private
schools showed even higher levels as sophomores, and similarly high sophomore~
senior gains, while students in high-performance publi; schgols did not,
despite the fact that the parental backgrounds of students in the latter
schools are higher than thdse in other private schools. The fact that the
other private and high-performance private schools have less than half the
student-teacher ratio than schools in the other sectors suggests that the
difference might be due to this. Two points should be recalled, however, in

assessing this evidence: first, the other private sector is especially
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and second, our sample of schools in that sector 1is especially
Thus the conclusions on this point must be regarded as merely an
cation that further examination is warranted.

3. Private schools provide a safer, more disciplined, and more
ordered environment than do public schools (chapter 5).

The evidence is strong that this premise is true. The greatest
fgrence found in any aspect of school functioning between public and

#ate schools was in the degree of discipline and order in the schools
ctions 5.3 and 5.4). The Catholic and other private schools appear some~
t different in their discipline and behavior profiles, with students in

er private schools reporting more absences and class—cutting but also more
ork, fewer fights among students, and greater teacher interest in

dents. However, in all these respects, both sectors showed greater
cipline and order than the public schools.

4, Private schools are more successful in creating an interest in
learning than are public schools (chapter 5).

There is little evidence to confirm or disconfirm this premise in the
iport. The sectors differ only slightly in student responses to the two
rect questions concerning interest in school, and there is not much to be
erred from indirect evidence presented in the report.

5. Private schools encourage interest in higher education and lead
more of their students to attend college than do public schools
with comparable students (chapter 6).

The evidence on this premise is toward a positive answer, but it is

ot fully consistent. There is evidence that students have higher college

spirations and expectations in private schools than do students from com-
able backgrounds in public schools, but it is not clear to what extent the
ivate schools function to generate these overall higher aspirations and

#pectati;ns. The evidence does indicate that Catholic schools function to

ecrease the differences between students from different social backgrounds.
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6. Private schools are smaller and thus bring about greater degrees
of participation in sports and other activities than do public
schools (chapter 5).

The evidence shows that this premise may be true for other private
schools (though again a caution is necessary about generalization from the
weak sample of other private schools). The premise is not true for C;tholic
schools compared to public schools. The fact that Catholic schools are
smaller in size than public schools does not result in increased participation

in extracurricular activities.

7. Private schools have smaller class size, and thus allow teachers
and students to have greater contact (chapter 4).

The other private schools have sharply lower student-teacher ratios
than the public schools, while the Catholic schools have slightly higher
ratios. There are fewer than half the students per teacher in other private
schools than in public or Catholic schools (table 4.2.1). No diréct evidence
on contact between students and teachers is presented.

8. Private schools are more efficient than public schools, accom~
plishing their task at a lower cost.

The report contains no evidence on this premise.

Premises underlying policies that would decrease the role of private schools

1. Private schools are socially divisive along income lines, creaming
the students from higher income backgrounds, and segregating them
into elite schools (chapter 3).

The evidence on this premise works in two directions. First, among
the three major sectors, the other private schools contain students from
somewhat higher income backgrounds and the Catholic schools contain students
from slightly higher income backgrounds than the public schools. The
differences are primarily at the highest and lowest income levels, with all

three sectors having a majority of students in a broad middle-income category

‘ranging from $12,000 to $38,000 a year, and similar proportions at different
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levels within this range. Second, the internal segregation by income within
ach sector goes in the opposite direction’with the public sector showing
slightly higher income segregation than either the Catholic or other private
‘gsectors. However, income segregation is not high within any sector. .The end
result of these two forces acting in opposite directions is that U.S. schools
as a whole show slightly greater segregation by inéome than would be the case
_ 1f private school students of differing income levels were absorbed into the
‘puhlic schools in the same way that public school students of differing income
levels are currently distributed among schools.

2. Private schools are divisive along religious lines, segregating
different religious groups into different schools (chapter 3).

The evidence is strong that this is true. Besides the 30 percent of
private schools that are Catholic, enrolling 66 percent of all private school
students, 25 percent of private schools, enrolling 12 percent of private |
school students, are affiliated with other religious denominations. Examining
religious segregation solely in the Catholic/non—Catholic dimension, the

report shows that the great majority of Catholics are in public schools, but

each sector, the Catholic/non-Catholic segregation is least in the Catholic
schools themselves, greatest in the other private schools. The overall impact
of the between-sector segregation and the differing segregation within sectors
i1s, as might be expected, that schools in the United States are more
éegregated along Catholic/non—-Catholic lines than they would be if private
school students were absorbed into the public schools.
3. Private schools are divisive along racial lines, in two ways:
they contain few blacks or other minorities, and thus segregate
whites in private schools from blacks in public schools; and the

private sector itself is more racially segregated than the public
sector (chapter 3). :

that over 90 percent of the students in Catholic schools are Catholic. Within
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The evidence shows that thevfirgt of these premises is true with
respect to blacks but not with respect to Hispanics and that the second is not
true with respect to blacks or Hispanics. The end result with respect to
Hispanics is that the segregation of U.S. schools is a little different from
‘what it would be if there were no private schools.

Catholic schools enroll less than half as high a proportion of blacks
as the public schools, and other private schools only about a.quarter as high
a proportion. Internally, however, the blacks and whites in the private
sectors are considerably less segregated from one another than they are in the
public sector. The end result of these two opposing forces, between-sector
and within-sector, is that the segregation of black and white students in the

U.S. schools is no greater and no less than it would be if there were no private

schools, and their students were absorbed into the public sector, distributed

among schools as public sector black and white students are now distributed.
4. Private schools do not provide the educational range that public
schools do, particularly in vocational and other nontraditional
courses or programs (chapter 4).

The evidence on this premise is that it is correct. Schools in both:

the Catholic and other private sectors provide primarily academic programs and

have few vocational or technical courses. Even in academic areas, however,
some of the smaller schools in the other private sector have a limited range
of subjects, as exemplified by the fact that 44 percent of students in the
other private sector are ig}schools with no third year foreign language
courses. The lesser educational range of the private sector is also shown by
the more comprehensive character of the high-performance public schools

compared to the high-performance private schools.

5. Private schools have a narrower range of extracurricular
activities, and thus deprive their students of participation in
school activities outside the classroom (chapter 5).
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This premise is almost the diregt opposite of premise 7 on the other
gide, so the answer is the same as was given there. Students in Catholic and
public schools show abqut the same amount of participation in extracurricular
activities, while students in other private schools show more. Thus this

premise 1s not correct.

6. Private schools are unhealthily competitive, thus public schools
provide a healthier affective development (chapter 5).

The report provides no direct evidence on this premise, but the
indirect evidence suggests that something like the reverse is true for the
comparison between the other private and public schools. (See premise number

2 in the preceding section.)

7. Facilitating the use of private schools would aid whites more than
blacks and those better off financially at the expense of those
. worse off; as a result, it would increase racial and economic
segregation (chapter 3).
It is not possible with this data to directly answer this question.
The results of the analysis carried out in chapter 3 indicate that family
income exercises an important independent influence on the probability that a
given student will receive a private education particularly in a Catholic
school. The effect of income on probability of enrollment in Catholic schools
is positive and significantly stronger for blacks than for whites since blacks
have a substantially lower average income than whites. Thus, the evidence
indicates that the current underenrollment of blacks in private secondary
schools is, to a significant extent, attributable to their lower income.
Insofar as the effect of family income reflects a price effect, these
findings suggest that policies designed to reduce the cost of private
education to families would result in a reduction of the economic and racial

segregation that is currently found between sectors. This is because lower-

income students and blacks would be expected to shift into Catholic schools at
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rates that are equal to or greater than higher—~income and white students.
Further research, using data that are more adequate to the problem at hand,
may find that such an extrapolation is not valid. The available evidence
strongly suggests, however, that a significant interest in the altermnative

that private schools represent is present among minorities and lower-income

families.

Additional results relevant to the policy question of facilitating or

constraining use of public schools:

1. Catholic schools more nearly approximate the "common school” ideal
of American education than do public schools, in that the achievement levels
of students from different parental educational backgrounds, of black and white
students, and of Hispanic and non-Hispanic white students are more nearly
alike in Catholic schools than in public schools or other private échools.’ In
addition, the educational aspirations of students from these different back-
grounds are more alike in Catholic than in public or other private schools.

2. Important factors in bringfng about higher scholastic achievement
in privéte schools than in public schools are the greater academic demands and
more ordered environment in the private schools. The evidence shows not only
that the sectors differ greatly on these dimensions, but also that within the
public schools, students who are better disciplined and are in schools w%ch
more ordered environments #chieve more highly. These results provide
information that is relevant not only to private~school policies, but also to
the functioning of all schools, public or private.

It may or may not be useful to attempt to sum up the overall implica-
tions for the premises underlying policy arguments to facilitate or constrain
the use of private schools. Some of the premises on each side are confirmed,

“gsome on each side are disconfirmed. It is hard, however, to avoid the overall
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econclusion that the factual premises underlying poiicies that would facilitate
ﬁse of private schools are much bettef supported on the whole than those
underlying policies that would constrain their use. Or, to put it another
‘way, the constraints imposed o; schools in the public sector (and there is no
evidence that those constraints are financial, compared with the private
sector) seem to impair their functioning as educational institutions, without

providing the mote egalitarian outcomes that are one of the goals of public

schooling.
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A.1 Calculation of Standard Errors of Estimates

Neither standard errors nor confidence intervals are reported
in the tabulations and analyses of this report. Instead, this section
presents information that allows calculation of approximate standard
errors for most percentages based on student data.

The general equation for calculating the approximate standard
error of a percentage is:

s.e.(p) = A m

where p is the percentage for which the standard error is to be calcu-
lated; s.e.(p) is the approximate standard error of p; A is a correction
factor, which increases with the departure of the sample form a simple
random sample through clustering or other aspects of the sample design;
and n is the unweighted number of students in the particular clasi over
which the percentage is calculated. (For example, table 3.1.1 estimates’
that 5.8 percent of sophomores in Catholic schools are black. The un-
weighted number of sophomores in Catholic schools, which is 2,831--see
table A.1.1 below—is the correct value of n for calculating the standard
error of this percentage.l)

The values of A and n for classes on which most of the percent-
ages in this report are based are given in table A.l.1. When percentages
are based on different clas#ifications or on subclassifications within

each of these classifications, it is appropriate to use the subclass

lThis does not take into account sample size reduction by non-
response. Throughout the report, nonresponses are excluded from the
base on which the percentage is calculated. An approximate reduction
of n for nonresponse can be determined from the marginals provided
in "High School and Beyond Informatiom for Users, Base Year (1980) Data,"
available from NCES.



CORRECTION FACTORS AND SAMPLE SIZES FOR CLASSES ON WHICH MOST PERCENTAGES

TABLE A.1.1

FROM STUDENT DATA IN REPORT ARE BASED

Private High Performance
U.S. Total| Public ~ e Bchools
Total™ | catholic Private Public Private

Sophomores:
A (correction factor) ... 1.614 1.529 2.160 1.942 2.597 1.614 2.597
n (sample size) ......... | 30,263 26,448 3,462 2,831 631 370 353
Seniors
A (correction factor) ... 1.620 1.509 2.255 2.038 2.689 1.620 2.689 .
n (sample size) ......... | 28,465. 24,891 ° 3,248 2,697 551 K1) 326 N

%1he correction factor A for total private is calculated as an average of the Catholic and other
private correction factors, weighting the Catholic correction factor by 2 and the other private by 1.

b

The high performance public correction factor is taken to be the same as that for the public sector
as a whole.

“The high performance private correction factor 1s taken to be the same as that for the other

private sector.




TABLE A.1.2

CLASSIFICATIONS USED IN REPORT

APPROXIMATE STANDARD ERRORS FOR PERCENTAGES BASED ON PRINCIPAL

High Performance

Private
U.S. Total | Public e Schools
Total Catholic Public Private
Private
Sophomores
p = 50 percent ...cccoes 0.46 0.47 1.84 1.82 5.17 4.20 6.91
p = 90 percent or
lo percent 00600 00 0'28 0028 1.10 1.09 3'10 2.52 4.15
Seaiors
P = 50 percent .....ce 0.48 0.48 1.98 1.96 5.73 4.59 7.45
p = 90 percent or
10 percent ....... 0.29 0.29 1.19 1.18 3.44 2.76 4.47

£-v

b




TABLE A.1.3

NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSES USED IN REPORT

Htgh-PerEotmance
Case Unlt u.s. Major Sectors Schools
. Total
Public Catholic Private Public | Private
Total students 58,728 51,339 5,528 1,182 682 679
(58,049) "
Sophomores | 30,263 26,448 2,831 631 370 353
(29,910)2
Seniors 28,465 24,891 2,697 551 311 326 i
' (28,139)% )
Number of schools 1,015 894 84 27 12 11
(1,004)%

aExcludlng high-performance private schools.




TABLE A.1.4

WEIGHTED NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND SCHOOLS IN SAMPLE, FOR MAJOR SUBCLASSES USED IN REPORT

Ww

Major Sectors

High-Performance

' U.S. Schools
Case Unit Total
Public Catholic Private Public | Private
Total students 6,852,441 6,195,294 429,217 226,014 88,788 | 1,916
(6,850,525)°
Sophomores 3,787,782 3,436,168 228,417 122,190 44,889 1,007
'(3,786,775)®
Seniors 3,064,659 2,759,126 200,800 103,824 43,899 909
(3,063,750)
Number of schools 20,316 15,766 1,571 2,966 128 13
(20,303)°

aExcludlng high-performance

private schools.

v
w
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size together with the largest correction factor of those shown in the
table that could apply to the subclass.

The equation for calculating standard errors, toggther with

the data shown in table A.l.l, were used to calculate approximate stan-

dard errors for percentages of 50 percent, 10 percent, and 90 percent

(the latter two of which have the same standard error). These are given

in table A.1.2.

It should be emphasized that these standard errors are approx=

imations intended merely to provide guidance as to the confidence interval

around a percentage estimate, or the chance that a difference between
two percentages could be due to sampling error.

For estimation of approximate standard errors for data from
the school questionnaires, a conservative estimate can be obtained by

assuming A to be the same 28 for student data, and taking n from the

e

number of schools shown for the relevant class in table A.1.3; a non~

conservative estimate can be obtained by assuming A=l for all classes

ET

of schools.

e
N

o

s

A.1l.2 Calculation of Standard Errors for Complex Statistics

| Previous research suggests that it is unnecessary to adjust

the estimates of standard errors of complex statistics, such as regressiom

coefficients, for the effects of a stratified clustered sampling

design. Kish and Frankel (1974) found that in the case of complex

statistics, the design effect reduces to ome.
In our analysis of school outcomes and factors aiffecting

achievement outcomes (chapters 6 and 7), we estimated standard errors

under the general assumption of statistical independence of elements

used in general statistical methods. However, it did seem important



to test, at least in some limiﬁed way, the applicability of Kish and
Frankel's previous work om designkeffects for complex statistics to
the instance of an estimated Y.

Given the excessive cost associated with empirical estimates,
the calculations were limited to the private sector standardization
carried out for table 6.2.1 following the balanced repeated replicagion
method developed at the U.S. Census Bureau. In general, the sample
variance is empircally calculated by taking differences in half-sample
estimates of the sample statistic, in this case, Y. Y is of course a
function of the regression coefficients associated with each half-sample
and the means used to standardize the estimates of achievement.

A second order estimator was calculated as follows:

- -f
VAR (g(8)) = __— 7 i (g(E) - g(ci)]2
Gk i=1

where S denotes the entire sample; k, the number of half-sample pairs;

H,, the ith

5 half-sample formed by including on of the two primary selection

groups from each of the strata; Ci,'the complement half-sample; and
some increment adjustment (not used in the estimate).

Twelve pairs of half-samples were drawn, following an
orthogonal design matrix outlined by Plackett and Burman (1946).
Within each of the eight pri;ate sector stratum, schoois were randomly
assigned to one of two groups. For those schools classified as
self-representing, students within the school were randomly assigned
to one of these two groups. Then, following the design matiix, schools

were placed in one of the half-samples for each of the twelve pairs.



ESTIMATED AND EMPIRICAL STANDARD ERRORS FOR STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT

TADLB A.l.s.

IN CATHOLIC AND OTHER PRIVATE SCHOOLS

—

Pm——

it

Catholic Other Private
Subtest 3
10 12 10 12

Reading:

Estimated ..ccocese .0469 .0517 .0632 0692

Empirical (.ceocees .0489 1095 .1354 .2218

Ratio .cececcoceces 1.043 2.118 2.142 3.2052
Vocabularys

Estimated ....cc000 .0439 0456 .0591 .0614

Empirical ....ccce0 .0909 .0632 .1735 .2088

Ratio cocecevsonses 2.071 1.386 2,936 3.401
Mathematices

Estimated ...cco0ee .0883 .0965 .1191 .1293

Empirical ...ccccee .1063 1122 .3936 .2905

Ratio cveececcesnce 1.204 1.163 : 3.305 2.2417

8-V
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Table A.1.5 shows the results of this analysis along with
the standard errors originally estimated for table 6.2.1 and the ratio
of the empirical and estimated standard errors. The ratio of the
standard errors is the design effect for the estimated Y. The results
show that for the Catholic sector the design effect approximates one
in four out of six of the estimates. However, for the other private
sector, the design effect is substantially larger; it is approximately
three in four out of six of the estimates. For the other private
sector then, the estimates are substantially larger than those associated
with complex statistics. This provides further evidence regarding the
caution one should use in making inferences from the other private sector

sample.

¥

A.2 Calculation of Measures of the Distribution
of Students within Sectors

The measures employed in chapter 3 for describing variations
in student mix among schools within a sector are described below. The
measure of interracial contact within a sector is constructed as follows.
If we number the schools in the sector 1, ...k, ...n, and consider the
first school, there is a given proportion of whites im that school.
Call this py_. There is alsé a certain number of blacks in the school.
Call this n4p. Then, for this number of blacks, the proportion of whités
in their school is Pqy- Lf we weight this proportion by the number of

blacks, and average over all schools, we obtain the desired measure, which
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we will call S’ the proportion of white children in the school of

the average black child.
n

In . P
Lo Kb kw

n (0

5
gm1kD

Shw =

or for groups i and j

s = k=]
13 n (2)

This measure is affected not only by the degree of segregation
between two groups among schools in the sector, but also by the overall
proportion of students in each group. If there are few black children
in a sector, for example, then whether or not there is the samé propor-
tion of blacks in each school, the average white student will have a
small proportion of black children in the same school. Because
of this, it is valuable to have a mea;ure of just how far from an even
distribution across the schools the actual distribution is, that is,

a measure that is standardized for the number of whites and blacks in
the school type. Such a measure can be constructed, with a value of

0 if there is no segregation between the two groups in question and

a value of 1.0 if segregation is complete.

The standardized measure is constructed as follows. Let the
proportion of children from group j in the sector be pj. If the same
proportion of children from group j were in each school, then sij would
be equal to pj. If the children of groué j were all in schools by them-
selves,‘totally isolated from children of group i, sij would be 0.

Thus a measure of how far s.. is from p. is (p. - s.. .. Thi
ij P; P; SLJ)/pJ is we
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will call rij’ which may be thought of as a measure of segregationm.

The formula is:

r.. @ —de—td_ (3)

It is important that, although the standardized measure is a measure
of the segregation of children in one group from those in another, it
is the unstandardized measure that measures directly the presence of
children from one group in schools attended by children of another group.
Thus the proportion of black schoolmates for the average white child
may be low, without the measure of segregation being especially high.

In order to compute these measures from the High School and
Beyond data, sophomores and seniors are combined to give a more precise
estimate. Students are assigned their design weights (which may differ
for sophomores and seniors), and the proportion of each relevant group
in the school is estimated from the weighted numbers in each group. For eg-
timating equatiom (2), LY the number of students from group i in

school k, is the number weighted by the design weight.
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A.2.1 Alternmative Measures of Racial and Ethnic Segregation

Social scientists have used a number of different methods for
assessing the extent to which members of different social groups are
segregated from each other. The discussion that follows will btiefly‘describe
the methods and present the results of three commonly employed altecrmative
measures of racial and ethnic segregation between schools within a unit of

interest, and compare these rcesults with those obtained by the measure tij.

R

1. Dissimilarity Index

The first alternative measure examined is the dissimilarity index, or

"index of replacement.” The formula employed here is

1 k N W
2 i=} N w

where Ni is the number of black or Rispanic students in school i and N 1is the

total number of blacks or Hispanics in the sector; and W; is the number of

(3

whites in school 1 and W is the total number of whites in the sector (Cortese,

Falk, and Cohen 1976). The usual interprecation'of the dissimilarity index 1is

that it crepresents the proportion of the minority population in the sector

that would have to be shifted from the schools in which they are currently

enrolled in ovder to achieve an even distribution of minorities across the

schools of the sector. Carrying out the calculations for each of the three
sectors and for the private sectoc as a whole, the measures of dissimilacity

(Dp1ack and DHispanic) are obtained;

Dplack Exy, Dhispanic Exg

1. Public sector .681 .093 .482 034
2. Private sector .600 .028 .584 .036
a. Catholic .569 .032 .511 .036

b. Other private .692 .021 726 .032




A-13 .

The results genetally indicate a gfeatet extent of segregation than the
measures Ty 4 used in table 3.1.4. The relative ordering of the sectors with
respect to segregétion also changes. For the segregation of blacks and
whites, the public sector is more segregated than the private (.68l vs .600)
and this is consistent with the 34 regults. But whereas the value of 13 is
lowest for the other private sector, the value of dissimilarity index for this
sector is the highest (.691). For the segregation of Hispanics and whites,
the results also contrast somewhat with the values of éij' While the dissimi-
larity index also shows the public sector to be less segregated than the
private (.482 vs .584), the Catholic sector is now seen as more segregated
(.511) than the public. For both of the index of dissimilarity and rij’
though, the subétantially higher value of Hispanic-white segregation in the
private sector overall is largely a reflection of the contribution of the
other private sector, where segregation is quite high.

A number of criticisms have befn directed at the index of
dissimilarity. Cortese, Falk, and Cohen (1976) argue that the concept of
replacement is not a very useful tool for either analytic or policy purposes,’
since it does not allow for the replacement of the individuals who would have
to be moved to achieve evenness. A measure suggeste@ by these authors as more
meaningful is an index of exchange, which gives the proportion of blacks or
Hispanics that must exchange laces with non-blacks or non-Hispanics to achieve
evenness. These qualities are derived by siﬁply multiplying the above
calculated indices of dissimilarity by the proportion of the sector that is of
the group in question (blacks or Hispanics in this case). The measures of
exchange, Exy and Exy, are listed alongside the measures of dissimilarity in
the above table. These measures correspond much more closeiy to the i3
measures used in the body of the ceport, showing in the case of black-white

segregation a greater public-private disparity than showm by Tyye
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While the dissimilarity index and 1its derivatives have a certain
attractiveness in respect to the crelative ease of their calculation and inter-
pretation, 1t 1s questionable whether these sorts of measures are applicable
to either the sort of question we are posing here (i.e. the extent of within-
sector segregation) or the data we have available. To be sure, we are asking
about how students of different groups are distributed among schools within
the different sectors, ‘and the dissimilarity index represents an aggregation
of differences between distributions at the school level and the sector
distribution. It is the case, however, that many schools within the public
and private gectors are not located in areas where minorities reside in
éubstantial numbers, if at all. Thus the estimates for the proportions that
must be replaced or exchanged to achieve a balance are of questionable
value. Dissi&ilatity measures are probably most useful for locél level
comparisons, which is in fact the way they are most commonly used. We have
made an eféort to obtain a locally~-based measure of segregation, the results
of which are found ia table 3.5.1. ;he figures reported in the table are
obtained by comparing the proportional minority enrollment of schools to the
proportion of minority school-age residents in the local areas that the
schools are located in.

Aside from the substantive problems with the dissimilarity index, the
data at our disposal are not well suited technically to such calculations.
For as Cortese et 2l (1976) demonstrate, the values of a dissimilarity index
will depend (inversely) on both the number of minority students within schools
and the overall proportion minority in the sector. In effect, then, the index
combines between and within components of segregation (See Schwartz and
Winghip 1979 for a discussion of the general problem). As there are sharp

differences between the public and private sectors on both of these counts, it




A-15

seems that little confidence should be placed in rvesults of dissimilarity

+

analyses with data such as those we employ.

2. Gini Index

A second measure that can be used for assessing the extent of ﬁithin-
sector segregation is the Gini index. As Duncan and Duncan (1955) point out,
the Gini index can be readily illustrated in relation to the "segregation
curve.” This curve is given by plotting the cumulative propottion of whites
on the cumulative proportion of blacks or Hispanics across all schools in a
sector, where the schools are first arrayed in descending order of the

proportion of their students who are black or Hispanic. The computatiomnal

formula for the Gini index is

k k
G =1 “1—1"”1'z x

Y,
1=1 gmp 1171

where x; is the cumulative proportion of blacks or Hispanics through the ith
school and y,; is the cumulative proportion of whites through the ith school,
with the schools ranked in descending order of the proportion of their
students who are black or Hispanic. The Gini index is equal to the area
between the curve and the main diagonal. Segregation curves for blacks and

Hispanics in each sector are given in figures A-l to A-8.

GiBlack GiHispanic
Public ” .865 694
Private .800 .787
Catholic 775 .704

Other Private : .838 911
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Figure A-1l
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- ~iew. .- Figure A-3

Segregscion Cutve for Slacks and Whites in Cathol{e Echools
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Figure A-5

. ie e ee.. .Segzagatiom Curve_for Hispemicy.and “mites tn Public Schoois
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Figure A-7

Segragaction Curve for Nispanics snd Wnites in Catholic Schools
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TABLE 4.2.1

Raciszl and ethnic entropies and indices of segregation
for public and privace schools

Tocal Public dcivats

| afidure U.5. Tocal  Cacholic  Other Frivace
»///%//

A. Sector Intropies
1. s,”, the czcial _
‘encropy of the sector .678 .702 .398 441 .306

2. !h', the echnie
encropy of the sector .5370 .583 437 479 348

B. Averazge School Entropies
1. Eb" the avavage
racial entropy 376 .389 261 .298 .190

2. fh-' the average
ethnic encropy .368 377 .289 .344 .185

C. Segregetion Indices
1. 3.", segregaction of
blacks and vhitas (ranges from
l=complece sagregation to Owwmo
segregation) 445 NYY3 7Y ] 324 .378

2. !h', segregation of
Hispanics and vhites (cznges
from l=complets segregation to s
O=no segragscion) +354 .353 .337 .281 .468

2he antropies and segragacion Iessures are calculaced by the following formulas:

1 1
E,, = p, log2™ + p logl—
I e A ST
shere Py " the proportion of a sector’s studenc aembership thec is of group {,
and p 3" the proportionm of cthat sector’s zembership vhich is growp .

T 7 L 1 ) 3
Tyl (w, + HJ)pilogzpi . pjloglpj)/ [ (s + L

where s,_ = the cumber of group 1 students {a school =, Nj = the cusbec of
group j students in school x, Py the proportion of group { sctudents (n
schools =x, and Py = the proportiomn of group 3 students in school =x's
aembership.
( -F

E“ - L!“ zu,/!’.J
See Theil and Tinizza (1967 and 1970), and Zoloth (1976) Zfor discussion of the
zechod and additional applicacious.
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The ordering of sectors with respect to the segregation of blacks and whites
is essentially the same as that found in table 3.1.2, where the public sector
is more segregated.infernally than the private sector as a whole, and the
Catholic and other private sectors taken separately. The results for ethnic
segregation, however, diverge somewhat from what is obtained in table 3.1.2.
By the Gini index, the Catholic sector is slightly more segregated internally
than is the public sector, whereas the measure €3 indicates a reverse

ordering. By both measures the other private sector overall is found to be

the most segregated.

3. Information Theoretic Index

The third alternative measure of segregation that we employed is ome
derived from the information theoretic framework by Theil. This measure
overcomes the limitations of dissimilarity indices and has attractive
mathematical properties (see Zoloth 1976 and Fienberg 1981). The
computational formulas and results are shown in table A.2.1. Theil and Finizza
(1967) consider the entropy measures to be indices of "integration”; from
these a measure of segregatiom can be calculated. The closer that the racial
or ethnic composition of a given unit, such as a sector or a school,
approaches an even balance, the closer the entropy of the unit is to its upper
1imit of 1. The lower limit is 0, corresponding to the situation where , only
one group is represented in the unit. The general strategy is calculation of
the entropy for a sector as nghole, then calculation of the average entropy
f?t the schools in that sector and finally, as a measure of segregation, the
former minus the latter divided by the latter. The general interpretation of
the segregation measure is the degree to which the schools in this sector have

less even distributions of whites and blacks than the sector as a whola.
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itor entropies given at the top of table, Ebw (for blacks.and
(for Hispanics and whites) reflect the patterns of between

_«of. As a result of higher ptoportion of blacks enrolled in

e
/,‘/Af;»"
i

1ic schools; the racial entropy of the public sector (.702) is
,éubstantially larger than both that of the Catholic sector (.441) and that of
the other private sector (.306). Examining the ethnic entropies of the |
sectors, Ehw’ the more even balance between sectors in the proportions of
Hispanics enrolled is expressed in less pronounced public-private differences.
The differences between sectors are smaller when the weighted averages
of school entropies, E;j’ are compared. The average school entropies for the

private sector tend to be closer to the private sector entropies than the

average public school entropy is to the public sector entropy. This expresses

in a different measure the same phenomenou shown in table 3.1.2 when the

meagures of contact 84 are compared to the proportions enrolled in the sector

to obtain 14 'As a consequence, the information theoretic measures of
gegregation, Hij’ lead to essentially the gsame conclusions as the measures Ty 3
in table 3.1.2. Overall, it appears that the contribution of the private
sector to the total segregation of Hispanics and blacks from white in Amefican
secondary education is negligible ot in the direction of decreasing that

segregation slightly. Evidence for the latter tendency is seen in the

segregation of blacks and whites. The private sector as a whole is
substantially less segregated internally tham the public sector (.345 vs
.446). Comparing the total U.S. segregation of blacks and whites (.445) to
the public gector value, we again reach the conclusion that if private school
students were cedistributed back into the public.sector in exactly the ;ame

way that public school students are presently distributed, the segregation in

American secondary education would increase slightly. With respect to the
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segregation of Hispanics and whites, the tendency goes in the opposite
dicection. Here the private sector appears to slightly increase the overall
gegregation that is found.

To summarize the results of the analysis of within-sector segregation,
all of the alternative measures examined hecre corroborate the conclusion that
blacks and whites are more segregated in the public than in the private
sector. Within the private sector, each of the measures except the Ty show
the Catholic sector to be less racially segregated than the other private, and
all but the dissimilarity index show the other private sector to be more
segregated than the public sector. With respect to the segregation of
Hispanics and whites, all four of the indices examined show the priate sector
to be more segregated than the public sector. Within the private sector the
results are more variable between the different indices: While all
indications are that the Catholic schools have less ethnic segregation than
the other private schools, and that the other private schools are more
segregated than the public sector, the Cat;olic sector has less segregation
than the public by the information theoretic and ry 4 measures, but not by the
digssimilarity index and the Gini coefficient. ’ |

The information-theoretic index and the i3 index (which also has been
called a variance-based index)_are quite similar in the results they give with
these data, while the dissimilarity index and the Gini coefficient are similar
to one another. Apart from specific technical differences, a major reason for
this is that the Ci4 index and the information-theory index express separately
between—gsector and within-sector segregation by controlling on the proportion
black (or white) in the sector when measuting the within district segregation.
For the dissimilarity index and the Gini coefficient, this overall proportion is
not controlled, so that these measures incorporate into the measure the

unevenness of the overall sector racial distributionm.
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A.3 Calculation of Measures of the Distribution
of Students Relative to the Racial or
Ethniec Composition of the Local Area

This section describes the measures employed to compare the
racial compositions of schools with those of local areas. Interest
in such comparisons derives from concern over the accessibility of
private education for students of different minority groups. To follow
the line of presentation developed with the measures %3 and rijr e
will conceptualize the problems here in terms of an "average student."”

The -first measure can be seen as addressing a question about
the geographic accessibility of "places" in private educ#tion for stu=-
dents of different groups. If the average student within a given sector
attends a school that is located in an area that has a lower proportion
of, say, blacks, than the aver;ge student within another sector, then
the conclusion would be that the education provided by schools in the
former sector tends to be less geographically accessible to blacks than
the education provided by schools in the latter sector. Thus, if the
schools in a sector are aumbered 1, ...k, ...n, and the first school
is considered, this school is located in an area that has some propor=-
tion of its population that is black. Call this proportion Piyp* There
are a certain number of students in this school, o, and, for this number
of students, the proportion of blacks in the local area of their school

is Pip° If this student-weighﬁed proportion is averaged over all schools,
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we obtain the measure, which will be called U, the proportion of blacks

-in the local area of the school attended by the average student:

L0y Pyh
k
or for any population group i:
ZoPii
k

The proportion obtained for each sector can be compared to those of
the other sectors in a straightforward fashiom.

A second measure follows directly from the first. If geographic
accessibility is taken as given, the question arises, How do the actual
enrollments in the different sectors compare to the compositions of

the areas where their constituent schools are located? If the schools

within a given sector enroll numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics
that are proportional to the numbers of whites, blacks, and Hispanics
living in the areas where the schools are located, then schools of this
sector reflect exactly the racial-ethnic composition of the areas where
they are located. 1If, however, the average student ih a given sed;or
attends a school that has a lower proportiom of, say, blacks or Hispanics,
then this means that blacks or Hispanics are not attending schools of
this sector despite geographic accessibility. Thus, while the first
measure is designed to describe the geographic accessibility of schools
in a particular sector to a particular group, the second is designed

to deséribe the degree to which enrollment of that group matches the

proportion in the geographic area.
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The measure to be comstructed is a measure of the difference
in proportion of a given group in the school and in the surrounding
area, weighted by school enrollment. The measure is comstructed as

follows:

i_nk(l’ki ~ Gy)
V. =
i I

. e

(3)

where o, is the number of students in school k, Pyi is the proportion

of the population of the area where school k is located that is of group
i, and Gy is the proportionm of school k's enrollment that is of group i.
Since the sum of the weighted proportionms Ay is simply equal to the
overall proportion og group i in the sector (see tables 3.1.1 and

3.1.2), equation (3) reduces to

i Py
M vl S (4)

k
where q, is the proportion of the sector’'s total emnrollment that is
of group i. The measure Vi for sector X can be expressed by the state-
ment, "The average student in sector X attends a school with a propor-
tion of students in group i that is smaller by Vi than the proportion
of youth that are of group i in the area in which the school is located.”

Although it was not used in this report, ome can estimate the

axtent to which the stﬁdent weighted schools in a given sector vary

in terms of differences from this overall sector measure, with a devi-

ation score, Di’ analogous to a variance. It is calculated as follows:

2
i
D, = = (5)
1 Iaﬂ.‘
k

z .
K (“k\/(?ki = Yy - V)
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A.4 Regression coefficients, standard errors, and explained variance
for major analyses of report

For the text tables listed below, appendix reference tables
'with regression coefficients, standard errors, and explained variance
are included in this section. Means and standard deviations for all
variables used in chapters 6 and 7, along with the correlation matrices

for the major portion of the analyses, are included in appendix section

A.5.
Text Appendix reference
Table 6.2.1 Tables A.4.1, A.4.2 and A.4.3
Table 6.2.2 Tables A.4.3 and A.4.4
Table 6.2.6 Table A.4.5
Table 6.3.1 Table A.4.8
Table 6.3.4 Table A.4.11 .
Tables 7.2.2 and 7.2.5 Tables A.4.13 and A.4.14

For most of the remaining tables presented in chapters 6 and
7, the correlation matrices in appendix section A.5 may be used to reproduce

the results reported.
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TABLE A.4.1
SUBTEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (Rz)
FOR MODEL INCLUDING PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORES

Reading (8)*

b

Vocabulary (8)*

—

Mathematics (18)%

s.e. b s.e. b
Intercept 2.083 .071 2.129 .065 5.628 .136
BB101 -.005 .008 .036 .007 .091 .015
BB042 .060 .007 072 .006 .090 .013
BB039 .076 .006 .097 .005 .186 .011
Number siblings -.049 .006 ~-.062 .005 -.075 .011
BB103 .037 .007 .026 .006 .122 .013
Two parent household .051 .031 021 .028 .238 .059
BBO37B .005 .017 -.046 .015 .015 .032
BB037C -.105 .016 -.042 .015 -.227 .032
BB104C .082 .010 .070 .010 .063 .021
BB104C .248 0% .113 .033 .264 .069
BB104D -.006 .029 .056 .027 .257 .056
BB104G .255 .035 .296 .032 .378 .067
BB104I .332 .031 .291 .029 .690 .060
Father's expectation .180 .034 .135 021 484 065
Mother's expectation .483 034 .386 031 1.183 .065
Hispanic -.704 .046 -.544 042 -1.624 .088
Black -.912 .037 -.852 .034 -2.226 .071
R .190 214 .255
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TABLE A.4.2

TEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARTANCE (R2)
FOR MODEL INCLUDING PRIVATE SCHOOL SOPHOMORES

Reading (8)* Vocabulary (8)#* Mathematics (18)%*

b s.e. b s.e, b s.e.
tercept 2.612 .217 2.829 .203 7.820 . 408
-.057 021 .053 .020 .060 .040
.104 015 .060 .014 073 .029
.050 014 .107 .013 .140 .027
mber siblings -.084 .018 -.098 017 -.120 034
’ .032 .019 | -.002 .018 114 .036
parent household .243 .093 | -.091 .087 -.264 .176
378 .012 .045 .023 .042 .069 .085
37¢C -.210 .045 -.18 .042 -.591 .086
47G .084 .028 .010 .026 .013 .053
4C -.166 114 -, 104 .106 -.564 214
D 170 .093 .358 .086 459 174
4G .39 116 |° .572 .109 .962 .219
041 446 .094 .253 .088 .516 177
ler's expectation .083 .101 .102 .0% .334 .190
er's expectation .512 .105 .398 .098 .. 1.330 .196
panic -.32% .129 -.322 121 -1.007 244
ck -.096 .157 -.621 .147 -1.177 .296
er Private Sector -.172 068 -.023 064 ~.018 .128
i Performance schoals .979 612 1.151 572 2.504 1.151

R2 »120 .166 153

Numbers in parenthesis refer to total number of test items
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TABLE A.4.3

SUBTEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (Rz)
FOR MODEL INCLUDING PUBLIC SCHOOL SENIORS

Reading (8)%* Vocabulary (8) Mathematics (18)%

b s.e. b S.e. b s.e.

Intercept 2.99% 079 2.881 .072 6.780 .152
BB101 -.008 .00¢g .034 .008 .068 .017
BBO42 055 .007 .078 .006 123 .014
BB039 .065 .006 .080 .006 177 .012
Number siblings -.043 .007 ~.062 .006 ~-.031 .013
BB103 021 .008 014 .007 ~-.056 .015
Two parent household .066 034 ~.068 031 .113 .066
BBO37B -.020 019 .002 017 -.022 .036
BBO37C -,118 019 -.124 .017 -.269 .037
BBO4T7G .086 .012 068 011 .038 .023
BB104C .056 041 .065 .037 ~-.020 .079
BB104D .045 034 .157 .030 .319 064
BB104G .371 .039 .322 .035 473 075 .
BB104I .369 .036 .338 .033 .993 070
Father's expectation .301 .038 .288 .035 .859 .073
Mother's expectation 541 .037 478 034 1.372 072
Hispanic ~1.072 .055 -.796 .050 | -1.961 .105
Black -1.088 .043 | -1.052 040 -2.416 .084
r? .19 .236 .264

%
Numbers in parenthesis refer to total number of items in subtest
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TABLE A.4.4
SUBTEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (RZ)

FOR MODEL INCLUDIMZ PPIVATE SCHCCL SENIORS

Reading (8)* Vocabulary (8)%* Mathematics (18)*

] b S.€. b S.e, iy b s.e.
Intercept 3.462 227 3.483 .200 8.610 424
BB101 -.095 .025 | -.054 .022 .024 .046
BB042 039 017 .081 014 .103 .032
BBO39 .087 015 .076 014 .207 .029
Number siblings -.035 .018 -.079 .016 -.045 .034
BB103. .019 021 .037 .018 -.052 .039
Two parent household 107 .101 .179 .089 -.341 .188
BBO37B -.114 .050 -.103 044 - 444 .093
BBO37C .013 .053 | =-.022 .046 .102 .099
BBO47G 041 .031 .060 027 -.006 .057
BB104C -.060 .132 -.113 .116 -.423 .245
BB104D .039 .106 141 094 428 .198
BB104G . .357 .129 .485 114 .874 .240
BB104I .521 113 <394 .100 .949 .211
Father's expectation 274 .113 .127 .100 .334 .212
Mother's expectation .539 L117 .532 .103 2.035 .218
Hispanic -.352 .146 -.332 .129 ~1,127 .273
Black -.591 .160 -.615 141 -1.687 .299
Other Private Sector 166 074 -.044 .065 .137 .138
High Performance gchools 1.115 . 649 1.082 .573 2.564 1.212

R .109 .152 .199
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TABLE A.4.5

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (Rz)

USTHG FIVE BACKGROUND VARTABLES FOR SUBTEST

I Reading (8)*

| »

Vocabulary (8)#

Mathematics (ﬂﬂ?

S.e. b S.e. b s.e. .
Public Sophomores ;
Intercept 2.650 .038 2.482 .034 6.923 067
BB10O1 .061 .008 .092 .007 .252 .015
BB042 094 .007 .102 .006 .165 013
BBO39 .121 .006 .137 .005 .289 011
Hispanic -.824  .045 -.659  .045 -1.849 .089
Black 2 -1,151 .036 -1.073 034 -2.744 .067
R .128 .162 .184
Public Seniors
Intercept 3.554 .042 3.244 039 7.956 .083
BB101 .063 .008 .093 .008 .232 .016
BB042 .082 .007 .106 .006 .188 .014
BB0O39 .116 .006 .131 .005 .298 .012
Hispanic -1.205 .052 ~-.926 .052 -2.185 .114
Black 2 ~1.329 .041 -1.283 .041 -2.870 .083
R .129 .169 177
Catholic Sophomores
Intercept 3.802 .129 3.722 121 10.048 .238
BB101 -.034 024 022 .023 .019 044
BBO42 .074 .017 .072 .016 .053 .032
BBO39 072 .016 .089 015 .156 .030
Hispanic -.506 + .141 ~.492 .132 -1.556 .258
Black 2 -.562 .160 -1.023 .150 -1.992 .293
R .036 .065 .052
Catholic Seniors .
Intercept 4,757 .136 4.747 .120 10.434 .261
BB101 -.042 .026 -.004 .023 .066 .051
BB042 .007 .019 062 .017 .079 .037
BBO39 .087 .019 077 .015 .210 .033
Hispanic -.430 .157 -.492 .137 -1.259 .301
Black 2 -.599 .173 -.816 .152 -1.675 .332
R® .021 .046 .055
Other Private Sophomores
Intercept 2.207 .30C 1.745 274 5.527 .592
BB101 .101 .052 .240 047 .489 .103
BBO42 - .201 .042 .063 .038 .192 .083-
BBO39 071 .039 .232 035 .345 076
Hispanie -.536 . 409 -.459 .374 -.262 .808
Black 9 1.055 .589 .515 .541 375 1.161
R .135 .239 .182
Other Private Seniors
Intercept 3.602 .318 3.380 .296 7.740 LANT
BB101 .006 .059 .079 .055 .186 114
BBO42 .109 047 .145 .043 . 200 .090
BB0O 39 174 .044 147 041 .459 .086
Hispanic -.456 .461 ~.258 429 -1.319 .891
Black -.882  .471 -.522 .438 -2.039 .909
R? .142 .180 .238

*Numbers in parentheses refer to number of items in test


http:ST.ANDA.RD

A-33

TABLE A.4.6

FULL TEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (RZ)
FOR MODEL INCLUDING ALL SOPHOMORES

Reading (19)* Vocabulary (21)* | Mathematics (38)#*

b S.e. b s.e., I b S.e.
Intercept 5.665 .123 6.933 134 111.506 .235
BB101 .022 .011 .107 011 147 .022
BB042 121 .011 .166 011 .204 .022
BBO 39 .175 .011 .222 .011 .357 .022
Number of Siblings -.113 .011 | -.180 011 | -.136 .022
BB103 .065 .011 .067 .011 .232 .022
Two-parent household .143 .056 .052 .056 . 346 .101
BBO37B .010 034 | -.039° .03 .008 .056
BBO37C -.226 .034 | -.216 .034 -.511 .056
BRO47G .158 .022 147 .022 .125 .034
BB104C ' .402 .067 .300 .067 | .337 .123
BB104D .053 .056 211 .056 .499 .101
BB104G .601 .056 .791 .067 .720 .112
BB104T .736 .056 | .815 .056 | 1.369 .101
Father's Expectations .325 .056 .291 .067 .988 2112
Mother's Expectations 1.018 .056 1.083 .067 2.134 .112
Hispanic -1.516 .078 1-1.722 067 }-3.031 .145
Black ~1.847 .067 |-2.615 .067 | -4.099 .123
Catholic Sector .540 .089 921 .089 .382 .156
Other Private Sector .063 .112 .435 .123 .752 .212
High performance school]i 2.690 1.352 3.190 1.463 5.780 2.513

r? .239 .302 .282

*
Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of test items.
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TABLE A.4.7

FULL TEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (Rz)
.FOR MODEL INCLUDING ALL SENIORS

é Reading (20)* Vocabulary Mathematics (32)%

% b S.e. b S.e. b S.e.

i

% Intércept 7.386 .145 | 8.921 .186 |13.342 .207

’ BB101 -.019 021 | .007 021 | .096 .021
BBO42 .133 .010 .238 .021 .198 .021
BB0 39 .140 .010 .231 .010 271 .021
Number siblings -.095 .010 | -.196 .010 -.038 .021
BB103 .034 .010 .039 .021 .075 .021
Two parent household 074 062 | -.072 .083 077 .093
BBO37B -.036 .031 | -.071 041 | -.140 .052
BBO37C -.226 .031 | -.317 041 | -.347 .052
BBO47G .150 .021 .172 .031 042 .031
BB104C .207 .072 .034 .093 | ~.051 .114
BB104D .065 .062 344 .083 .481 .093
BB104G 921 .072 .989 .093 .625 .104
BB104T . 865 .072 .908 .083 | 1.582 .093
Father's expectation .708 072 .681 .093 1.248 .104
Mother's expectation 1.181 072 | 1.329 .083 2.196 .104
Hispanic -2.253 .083 |-2.176 .103 ({-2.851 .115
Black -2.307 .103 |-2.689 126 [-3.413 114
Catholic sector : .320 .093 | 1.146 124 .640 .135
Other Private sector .776 134 | .991 .165 .961 .186
High performance schooly 2-687 1.437 | 5.106 1.831 | 4.752 2.081

r? .239 .240 .280

*
Numbers in parentheses refer to total number of test items




TABLE A.4.8
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R

_EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONE

2) FOR MODEL OF

Sophomores Seniors o o
Public m};ivate B -_h~§hgi;;m Private

. b s.e b s5,e b s.e. b 5.e

Intercept .810 .032 1.205 .092 L9927 .032 1.366 .088
BB10 1L 028 .003 .029 .010 .014 .003 .010 .010
BBO42 .055 .002 .042 .007 -050 .003 .052 .006
BB0 39 .067 .003 065 006 .065 .002 .055 .006
Number siblings -.023 .003 —.046 .008 -.018 .003 -.019 007
BB103 .015 .003 005 .009 .012 .003 013 .008
Two parent household -.036 014 -.038 .040 -.071 .014 -.245 .039
BBO378 .002 .008 028 .019 0 .007 -.024 .019
BBO37C -.015 .007 -.027 .019 -.009 .007 -030 -021
BBO4 TG 061 .005 .062 .012 .053 .004 .038 .012
BB104C -012 -016 -.043 .049 -.039 .016 -.048 .051
BB104D .050 .013 .067 .039 .049 .014 .065 .042
BB104G .093 .016 .097 .049 .080 .016 .115 .050
BBLO4I 059 .014 .145 .040 .122 .015 .130 .044
Father's expectation .317 .015 .332 .043 407 .015 .350 .045
Mother's expectation .577 .015 .510 045 .588 .015 .569 .046
Hispanic .059 .021 .067 .055 .046 .022 .331 .056
Black .231 .016 .391 .068 .312 .017 .311 .062
Other Private Sector DNA DNA ~-.142 .030 DNA DNA ~.006 .029
High Performance schools DNA DNA .184. .260 DNA DNA .298 -239

R . 364 . 309 .391 .331

ce-v
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TABLE A.4.9

\NALYSIS FOR TABLE 6.3.2: PERCENT OF SENIORS AND SOPHOMORES
~IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SCHOOLS INDICATING EXPECTATION% TO
ATTEND COLLEGE AT EARLIER GRADES: ACTUAL PERCENT

" AND STANDARDIZED PERCENTP: SPRING 1980

(Unweighted and listwise deletion)

e
At Earlier Grade Public Catholic PSES:Ee
Seniors
a) Actual percent
At 8th grade ,.,.. .51 .70 .69
At 9th grade ..... + 53 .75 .72
At 10th grade .... .60 .79 .80
At- llth grade .... .66 .84 .80
b) Standardized percent
At 8th grade ..... .49 .60 7
At 9th grade .....| 3% - 66 .61
At 10th grade..... .61 71 .72
At llth grade..... .70 .80 .75
Sophomores ¢
¢) Actual percent
At 6th grade ..... 45 .59 .62
At 7th grade ‘+-°-- .49 .66 .65
At 8th grade ,.... .56 .77 .74
At 9th grade ..... .64 .82 .78
d) Standardized percent
At 6th grade,.,.... .45 .49 .50
At 7th grade ..., .49 .56 .53
At 8th grade ...... .56 .70 .64
At 9th grade...... . 64 .76 .72

a . - : . . .
Actual percent differs from those given in section 6.3 due
to the listwise deletion required by the logit program.

bBackgrounds are standardized to public schooi sophomores.
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TABLE A.4.10

DIFFERENCES IN LOGITS® FOR COLLEGE EXPECTATIONS, STANDARDIZED TO
PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORES, BETWEEN EACH TYPE OF PRIVATE
SCHOOL AND THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: SPRING 1980

(Based on logit analysis Table A.4.10)

At Earlier Grade Catholic Qther Private

a) Seniors:

At 8th grade .54 .36
At 9th grade .77 .39
At 10th grade .88 1.01
At llth grade 1.67 : .67

b) Soohomores:

At 6th grade .14 .18
At 7th grade .31 .17
At 8th grade l.O; .51
At 9th grade 1.39 .79

¢) Soohomores and Seniors:

At 6th grade (sophomores) .14 .18
At 7th grade (sophomores) .31 .17
At 8th grade (both) .80 .76
At 9th grade (both) . 1.08 .73
At 10th grade (semiors) .88 1.01
At llth grade (seaiors) 1.67 | .67

See text on page 226 for method of calculating logits.



TABLE A.4.11

REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (Rz) FOR FIVE
BACKGROUND VARIABLE MODEL OF EDUCATIONAL EXPECTATIONS

Sophomores ; Seniors

Public ' Cafholic Other Private Public Catholic Other frivate

b s.e.] b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s.e. b s5.e.

Intercept 1.683 .018 | 1.809 .060 | 1.270 .129 | 1.287 .019 | 1.945 .060 | 1.545 .128
BB101 .071 .003 | .053 .012 .101 .022 | .055 .042 042 .011 041 .023
BBO42 .088 .003 | .052 .008 .075 .018 .080 .003 .055 -.009 .080 .019
BBO39 .110 .002 | .086 .007 .084 017 .111 .003 .071 .008 .113  .018
Hispanic 079 .023} .089 .066 | -.045 .175 041 .025 .341 .068 .435 .184
Black .205 017} .352 .075 . 743 .251 .302 .019 446 0751 - .148  .188

k2 204 .138 226 .195 124 278

R SR R T R

8¢~V




e

PROBIT ANALYSIS PREDICTING ENTRY INTO PRIVATE SECTOR: COEFFICIENTS

Variable
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TABLE A.4.12

FROM TWO MODELS

Model

A

B

10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

17.

18.

.

Intercept scessoeee

INCOME veveveconone

Region (Northeast
versus others) ..

Catholic religious
background ......

Mother's education
Number of siblings
Number rooms in home

Eighth grade college
Plans 29 P QOO OWNESOIOCO

®

Mother worked while child
in elementary school ...

Mother worked before child
in elementary school ...

Talk with parents

BB104C
BB104D
BB104G

BB104I

°

.

LI )

LI )

seve

Two parent family

Mother's school
expectations ...

Hispanic .........

Black cccoconccocnas

-2.791%

.086"

*
.195

*
.868

.089"
-.031"

*
019

DNA

-.037

.006
-.019
-.035
.192"
.158"
-.003

-.110"

.369"

196"

*

.360

-2.858
.083°

.192

.866"
.075"
-.027"

017"
.263"
DNA

DNA

-.025

-.039
.189
146"
.017

-.097"

.268"°
.179

t324

*
Significant at .05 level for two -ail tesc.



A-40

TABLE A.4.13
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARIANCE (R>) FOR
MODELS OF PUBLIC SOPHOMORE ACHIEVEMENT WHICH INCLUDE SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS
Independent Reading (8) Vocabulary (8) Mathematics (18)

variables? ) s.e. b s.a. b 3.8.
! Intercept .703 .211 .912 .196 2,447 .395
? BB101 -.007 .008 .032 .007 .083 .015
BBO42 .044 .007 .056 .006 .055 .013
BBO39 .062 .006 ", 082 .006 .143 .011
Number siblings -.046 .006 -.060 .006 -.068 .011
BB103 .026 .007 .021 .006 .094 .013
Two parent household .019 031 .001 .029 .133 .057
BB037B .012 .016 ~.0641 .015 .045 .031
BBO37C -.099 .016 -.036 .015 =.214 .030
BBO47G L0647 .010 .039 .009 ~.018 ,019
8B104C .238 .035 .109 .033 .249 .066
3B104D -.036 .029 .024 .027 .154 .0564
BB104G .225 .034 . 264 .032 .323 . 064
3B1041 .306 .031 .268 .029 .605 .057
Father's expectation L113 .033 .071 .031 .288 .063
Mother's expectation L4064 .033 315 .031 .946 - .062
f Hispanic -.653 .045 -.524 L042 | -1.475 .084
1 Black -.876 “038 -.816 .035 | -2.087 071

7 BBOL1C .686 .029 .686 .026 DNA DNA
3B011D DNA DNA DNA DNA 2.073 .052
Homework D .047 .003 .034 .003 .114 .007
3BO16 -.060 .009 -.051 008 | -.243 017
BBOSYE -.069 .027 -.056 .025 -.245 .051
MBBOS53E .246 .075 .100 .070 .743 .140
MBBOS3F -.109 .063 -.199 .058 -.590 .119
MBBOS3G 1 -.349 .076 -.014 .071 -.685 142
¥YBO19A . 405 .074 .219 .068 L6642 .139
MYBO19B -.077 .0564 -.230 .950 -.422 .100
MYBO19E .113 .060 .187 .056 341 114
VYBO19F I .489 .080 .483 .074 1.452 149

;
g% .226 .248 | .333

a - . 2 s
The variables prefixed with the lectar M are school level means for the iIndividual
ievel variable. The codings Zor the latter are found in Appendix 3.

5 . =
Recoded as actual hours. See abpvendix 3 for specific coding structure.
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TABLE A.4.14

SREGRESSION COEFFICIENTS, STANDARD ERRORS, AND EXPLAINED VARTANCE (Rz) FOR
MODELS OF PUBLIC SENIOR ACHIEVEMENT WEICH INCLUDE SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS

Independent Reading (8) Vocabulary (8) .| Mathematics (18)

variables b S.2. b S.8. b S.8.
Intercept 1.806 .243 2.099 2222 3.361 .387
8B101 -.006 .008 .028 .007 .026 014
BBO42 .041 .007 .064 .006 .028 012
BBO39 .050 .006 .063 .005 .040 011
Number siblings -.063 .006 -.062. .006 .015 .011
BB103 .014 .007 .010 .007 .021 .014
Two parent. household .055 .034 ~.061 .031 .069 .054
BBO37B ~.021 .018 0 .017 .004 .028
BBO37C -.109 .019 -. .017 -.161 .030
BBO4TG .045 .012 .035 .011 -.023 .018
BB104C .065 .040 .078 .037 ~.056 .063
BB104D .012 .033 122 .030 .069 .052
BBLO4G .337 .038 .286 .035 339 . .060
BBLO4L .319 .036 .297 .033 .437 .057
Father's expectation .222 .037 .217 034 .100 .059
Mother'’s expectation .427 .037 .373 .034 312 059
Hispanic -1.054 .056 -.802 L0649 | ~1.495 .085
Black ~1.095 .0646 | =1.066 ,040 | -2.062 .071
BBOL1C .710 .031 717 .027 _DNA DNA
BBO11D DNA DNA DNA DNA | .895 .054
Advanced math courseb DNA DNA DNA DNA 1.495 .017
Homework® .057 .006 ,040 .004 .027 .006
BBO16 ~.035 .011 -.025 .010 -.049 .0L6
BBO59E ~.032 .027 .028 .025° | ~.082 . 044
MBBOS3E .336 .083 .240 .076 .064 .133
MBBOS3F -.126 .073 -.101 .066 | .192 115
MBBOS3G  -.256 .082 -.187 .076 -.674 132
MYBO19A .304 .081 .238 .074 .375 .128
MYBO19B -.067 .059 -.332 .054 -.415 .094
MYBOL9E -.028 .066 191 .060 ".382 .105
MYBOL9F . .378 .09 .256 .085 1.209 .150

% .231 271 .526

2 The variables prefixed with the letter M are school level meamns for the individual
level variables. The codings for the latter are found in Appendix B.
b

Number of advanced mathematics coursas taken, EBOOS in Appendix B,

. _
Recoded as actual hours. See appendix B for specific coding structure.




TABLE A.4.15

ACHIEVEMENT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRIVATE AND PUBLIC SCHOOLS DUE TO VARIOUS AREAS OF
SCHOOL FUNCTIONING FOR PRIVATE SCHOOLS THAT FUNCTION AS PUBLIC SCHOOLS DO
FOR THE AVERAGE PUBLIC SCHOOL SOPHOMORE

Catholic Other Private
Reading Vocabulary Mathematics Reading Vocabulary Mathematics
Sophomores

Coursework c.eeececcocccnas .03 .03 =-.05 .09 .08 .18
Homework .eueveivenenesnens  =.02 -.01 -.10 -.02 —0l -2
Attendance ...cecececsannes -.10 -.07 -.13 -.01 -.01 ~.02
Disciplinary climate ...... -.34 -.50 -b4 -.39 ~-.52 -.41 fi
Student behavior .ceescoees -.33 - 44 X -.57 -.33 -.57 -.61 ®

TOTAL sececevecsccnes ~-.76 -.99 -1.29 ~.66 -1,03 -.98

Seniors

Coursework c.eoeeosececsscas -.01 -.01 -1.01 . .06 » .08 .44
Homework ..ceeecevecenaanes -.04 ~.04 -.01 -.06 -.06 -.02
Attendance .ecceesececcssccss -.06 -.03 -.15 -.03 -.01 -.06
Disciplinary climate «.ecee -.62 —.72 -.63 -.68 =71 -.45
Student behavior ...ceeeeee -.06 -.22 .40 -.06 -.21 Jah

TOTAL sessscos 00000 —079 "1-02 "'1.40 -.77 -091 ".53
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A.5 Means, standard deviations and correlations for variables used in analysis
for chapters 6 and 7

Tables in this section give means, standard deviatioms, and
correlations by grade and sector for the variables used in the analysis.

Variable identification can be obtained from Appendix B.



TABLE A.5.1

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SOPHOMQORES
B
- 0 8 8 8 B B B 8 F M H
N B8 B 8 B T 8 B8 B8 8 8 8 B8 A 0 1
A B B B S 8 H 0 0 (o) 1 1 1 1 ¥ T )
oM 1 (o} (o) 1 1 P 3 3 4 [} (o] (o] 0 E 3 P
B E 0 4 3 8 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 X X A
S _ 1 2 E] S 3 R B Cc G c D G 1 P P N
1 MEAN 4.087 4.103 4.531 3.000 6.839 0.774 2.022 1.773 .2.228 0.766 0.639 0.733 0.637 0.510 0.592 0.076
2 STDEV 1.748 2.180 2.552 2.057 1.924 0.419 0.868 0.888 1.138_ 0.424 0.480_ 0.442 0.46Q 0.500 0.491 0.265 .
3 BB101 $.000 0.274 0.343 -0.137 0.316 0.274 -0.092 -0.097 0.080 0.15% 0.200 0.19%1 0.207 0.264 O0.19t ~-0.108
4 BBO42 0.274 1.000 0.547 -0.137 0.208 0.019 ©0.042 0.036 ©O.119 0.104 O0.170 0.166 ©0.128 0.264 -0.269 -0.096
5 8BOJ9 0.343 0.547 1.000 -0.14% 0.246 0.014 -0.080 -0.073 0.123 O0.105 ©0.192 ©0.187 0.158 0.349 0©.285 -0.107
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7 BB103 0.316 0.208 0.246 0.010 1{1.000 0.205 -0.115 -0.107 ©0.055 O0.170 0.192 0.205 0.162 0.155 0.115 -0.122
8 BOTHPAR 0.274 0.018 0.014 -0.046 0.205 1.000 -0.151 -0.152 0.018 0.138 0.158 0.140 ©0.147 0.192 0©0.088 -0.024
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2 0.353 0.412 0.470 0.447 0.382 0.448 0.412 0.418 39.221 1.345 0.455 0.222 0.244 0.219 0.208 0.293 0.249 0. 187
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TABLE A.5.1 (CONT'D)

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SOPHOMORES 3
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TABLE A.5.2

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPHOMORES 1
0BS _NAME B8B101 B8BO42 BBO39 siss BB 103 BOTHPAR BBO378 BBO37C BB047G BB104C BB104D BB104G BB104I FATEXP
1 MEAN 4.887 5.207 5.913 2.811 7.585 0.851 1.888 1.599 2.301 0.864 0.801 0.856 0.814 0.726
2 __SIDEV 1.662 2.502 2.758 1.852 1.819 0.356 0.842 0.829 1.138 0.343 0.399 0.351 Q.389 Q. 446
3 BB10Oi 1.000 0.273 0.338 -0.042 0.314 0.206 -0.108 -0.078 0.067 0.082 0. 126 0. to1 0.124 0.265
4 BBO42 0.273 1.000 0.538 -0.017 0.234 -0.034 0.051 0.072 0.038 0.0714 0.151 0.147 0.074 0.198
S5 8B038 0.338 0.538 1.000 -0.016 0.279 0.022 -0.117 -0.07¢& 0.021 0.070 0.137 0. 141 0.081 0.266
6 SIBS =0.042 -0.017 -0.016 1.000 0.167 0.017 -0.103 -0.086 -0.135 -0.000 0.015 0.016 -0.069 -0.080
7 88103 0.314 0.234 0.279 0.167 1.000 0.159 -0.156 -0.088 0.042 0.128 0. 151 0.167 0.086 0.160
8 BOTHPAR 0.206 -0.034 0.022 0.017 0.159 1.000 -0.152 -0.114 0.017 0.047 0.066 0.052 0.053 0.225
8 BB0O378B -0.108 0.051 -0.117 -0.103 -0.156 -0.152 1.000 0.545 0.012 -0.049 -0.057 -0.034 -0.033 -0.064
{0 BBO37C -0.078 0.072 -0.076 -0.086 -0.089 ~0. 114 0.545 1.000 -0.003 -0.065 -0.050 -0.041 -0.024 -0.077
11 BBO47G 0.067 0.038 0.02¢ -0.135 0.042 0.017 0.012 -0.003 1.000 0.109 0.085 0.085 0.058% 0.123
0BS MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGIONT REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH BBOttC BBO11D HMWRK BBO16 BBOS9E MBBO5L3E
1 0.778 0.064 0.045 0.329 0.254 0.266 0.151 0.619 0.217 0.270 5.721 1.913 0. 168 -2.984
2 0.418 Q.245 Q.201 0.470 0.43% 0.442 0.358 0.486 0.412 Q.444 3.7723 1.090 0.374 0.337
3 0.181 -0.078 -0.08¢% -0.010  0.037 -0.068 0.054 ~0.036 0.077 0.073 0.138 0.001 0.067 0.169
4 0.203 -0.05%4 0.023 -0.080 0.064 -0. 112 0129 ~-0. 168 0.044 0.058 0.215 -0.060 0.069 0.284
S 0.200 -0.097 -0.072 -0.024 0.066 -0.113 0.094 -0.122 0.074 0.066 0.190 -0.065 0.065 0.231
6 -0.116 0.029 -0.028 ~-0.019 ~-0.073 0.134 -0.053 0.23t -0.010 -0.034 -0.106 -0.001 0. 007 -0.ti8
7 0.116 -0.125 -0.083 -0.026 =0.000 0.056 -0.03% 0.006 0.047 0.041 0.114 -0.039 0.057 0. 146
8 0.085 -0.034 -0.119 0.018 0.016 0.002 -0.042 0.049 0.048 0.037 0.005 -0.058 -0.021 0.024
9 -0.014 0.048 0.192 -0.051 0.007 0.019 0.036 -0.055 -0.006 -0.033 -0.000 0.016 0.001 0.010
10 -0.029 0.043 0.215 -0.088 0.069 -0.03% 0.078 -0.115 -0.027 -0.0%52 -0.021 0.045 0.038 0.002
11 0.114 -0.03t -0.002 0.002 0.016 0.008 -0.e32 -0.032 O. 111 0.081 0.1756 -0.018 -0.127 0.078
oBs MBBOS3F MBBOS3G MYBO19A MYBO19B MYBO19E MYBO19F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGS1ZE SCHCATH
1 2.873 2.415 2.298 2.146 2.444 2.93% 2.005 0.228 0.597 0.336 0.057 6.185 0.650
2  0.290 0.317 0.296 0.415 0.296 0.077 0.308 0.137 0.491 0.472 0.231 0.962 0.477
3 0.020 0.096 0.145 -0.013 0. 156 0. 140 -0.074 0. 156 0.163 -0.132 ~-0.076 =0.022 -0.037
4 0.008 0.214 0.151 -0.033 0.264 0.20% -0:036 0.216 0.213 ~0. 168 -0.098 -0. 107 -0.169
S 0.009 0.159 0.137 ~0.069 0.245 0.173 -0.013 0.235 0.233 ~0. 187 -0.105 -0.063 ~0. 148
6 0.078 -0.074 =0.130 -0.048 -0.142 -0. 115 -0.005 -0.074 -0.088 0.075 0.029 0. 150 0.163
7 0.057 0.134 0.054 -0.043 0.089 0.148 -0.052 0.087 0.114 -0.084 ~0.083 0.023 -0.018
8 0.046 0.033 0.006 0.019 -0.041 0.028 -0.060 -0.034 0.005 0.008 =0.012 0.046 0.017
9 0.011 0.018 0.036 0.089 -0.020 -0.026 -0.022 ~0.081 ~-0.016 0.017 -0.007 -0.017 0.013
10 -0.026 0.01t 0.033 0.088 -0.016 -0.021 ~0.006 ~0.014 -0.034 0.010 0.046 -0.081 -0.023
1 0.023 0.049 0.056 -0.001 0.070 0.083 -0.082 -0.012 0.128 -0.085 -0.070 -0.002 -0.007
0BS SCHOPRIV SCHELITE REAOBOTH VOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD TOoTvVaC TOTMATH EDPLANS YBO72A YBO728 BBOGBA e8068B
] 0.348 0.003 4.336 4.655 11.132 10.513 12.975 21.832 2.809 0.555 0.606 0.711 0.759
2 0.476 0.051 1.961 1.892 3.767 3.716 4.108 6.957 0.91717 Q.497 0.489 0.453 0.427
3 0.033 0.045 0.092 0.184 0. 164 0.122 0. 183 0.150 0.231 0.200 0.203 0.206 0.169
4 0. 164 0.051 0.202 0.226 0.179 0.202 0.2414 0.187 0.303 0.256 0.254 0.226 6. 199
S 0. 141 0.052 0. 189 0.282 0.234 0.241 0.280 0.283 0.342 0.278 0.297 0.256 0.219
6 =-0.162 -0.017 -0.088 ~-0.109 -0.067 -0.08% -0.131% -0.057 -0.135 -0.076 -0.096 -0. 100 -0. 111
7 0.014 0.035 O.111 0.119 0.157 0. 142 0.108 0. 169 0. 139 0.153 0.170 0.151 0. 108
8 -0.017 -0.000 0.0714 0.034 0.041 0.078 0.031 0.083 0.046 -0.023 0.009 0.033 0.039
9 -0.012 ~-0.012 ~0.054 -0.067 -0.092 -0.070 -0.074 ~-0.083 0.001 -0.042 -0.037 -0.010 Q.003
10 0.023 0.003 ~0.093 =0.104 -0.183 -0.101 -0. 110 ~0. 151 -0.016 -0.010 0.009 -0.000 0.009
14 0.005 0.015 0.091 0.057 0.052 0.102 0.088 0.037 0.143 0.077 0.105 O.111% 0.132
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oBS

12
13
14
15
16
17
i8
19
20
21
22

o8s

12
13
14
iS
16
17
i8
i9
20
21
22

0BS

12
13
14
15
16
17
i8
19
20
21
22

o8s

TABLE A.5.2

(CONT'D)

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPIHOMORES 2
_NAME __ BB 101 BBO42 88039 sigs BB103 BOTHPAR BBO378 B8037C BBO47G B8B101C B8B104D BB104G BB1041 FATEXP
BB104C 0.082 0.071 0.070 -~0.000 0.128 0.047 -0.049 -0.065 0.108 1.000 0.433 0.541 0.417 0. 103
BB 104D 0.126 0.151 0. 137 0.018 0. 151 0.066 -0.057 -0.050 0.055 0.433 1.000 0.473 0.348 0. 127
8B 104G 0. 101 0.147 0. 141 0.016 0.167 0.052 -0.034 -0.041% 0.085 0.5414 0.473 1.000 0. 465 0. 143
BB 1041 0.124 0.074 0.081 -0.069 0.086 0.053 -0.033 -0.024 0.058 0.417 0.348 0.465 1.000 0.110
FATEXP . 0.2865 0.199 0.266 -0.080 0. 160 0.225 -0.064 -0.077 0.123 0.103 0. 127 0. 143 0.110 1.000
MOTEXP 0. 181 0.203 0.200 -0.116 0.115 0.085 -0.011t -0.029 0.114 0.084 0.118 0.119  0.109 0.684
HISPAN -0.078- -0.0%4 -0.097 0.028 -0.128 -0.034 0.048 0.043 -0.03% -0.058 -0.093 -0.077 -0.063 -0.003
BLACK =0.081 0.023 ~0.072 -0.028 -0.083 -0.119 0.192 0.215 -0.002 -0.060 -0.055 -0.062 -0.078 -0.028
REGIONT -0.010 -0.050 -0.024 -0.019 -0.026 0.018 -~0.05%1 -0.089 0.002 0.09% 0.072 0.080 0.094 -0.000
REGION2 0.037 0.064 0.066 -0.073 -0.000 0.016 0.007 0.069 0.016 ~0.069 -0.105 -0.092 -0.059 0.037
REGION3 -0.069 -0.112 -0.113 0.134 0.0586 0.002 0.018 -0.035 0.008 -0.040 0.008 -0.033 -0.042 -0.05%0
MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION1 REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH BBOt11IC 8BO11D HMWRK BBO16 BBOS9E MBBOS3E
0.084 -0.058 -0.060 0.095 -0.069 -0.040 0.008 0.138 0.071 0.029 0.047 -0.0%9 0.017 0.013
0.118 -0.083 -0.058% 0.072 -0.105 0.009 0.022 0.112 0.074 0.065 0.123 -0.060 0.024 0.078
0.119 -0.077 -0.062 0.080 -0.092 ~0.033 0.047 0.116 0.083 0.057 0.098 -0.03t 0.019 0.091
0.109 -0.063 -0.078 0.084 -0.059 ~0.042 0.000 0.097 0.069 0.080 0.065 -0.059 0.009 0.041
0.684 -0.003 -0.028 -0.000 | 0.037 -0.0%0 0.017 0.016 0. 108 0. 112 0.159 -0.098 -0.007 0.153
1.000 -0.007 0.027 -0.021 0.054 -0.048 0.022 0.029 0.148 0.132 0.162 =-0.117 -0.046 0. 142
-0.007 1.000 -0.057 ~0.09% 0.023 -0.021 0.123 0.114 -0.040 -0.051 -0.042 0.033 0.042 -0.018
0.027 ~0.057 1.000 0.004 0.0t 0.010 =0.005 -0.092 0.014 0.001 0.005 -0.019 -0.054 -0.014
-0.021 -0.095 0.004 1.000 -0.408 -0.422 -0.296 0.112 0.028 0.050 0. 166 0.013 0.026 0.0214
0.054 0.023 -0.041 -0.408 1.000 -0.351 ~0.246 -0.231 -0.044 -0.036 -0.090 -0.004 -0.025 -0.054
-0.048 -0.021 0.010 ~0.422 ~-0.361 1.000 -0.254 0.214 0.031 -0.005 -0.104 -0.043 -0.084 -0.134
MBBOS3F MBBO53G MYBO19A MYBO 198 MYBO 19E MYBO 19F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCATH
0.042 0.015 0.017 -0.016 0.063 0.090 ~-0.014 0.018 0.085 -0.033 -0.091 0.024 -0.006
0.055 0.073 0.075 0.005 0. 101 0.097 -0.046 0.038 0.108 -0.067 -0.078 0.012 0.013
0.077 0.082 0.065 0.001 0.089 0.114 =0.021 0.046 0.138 -0.085 -0.084 0.010 ~0.018
0.022 0.048 0.085 0.026 0.072 0.106 ~0.050 0.010 0.095 -0.041 -0.090 -0.004 -0.022
0.082 0.112 0. 185 0.061 0.112 0. 121 -0.137 0.083 0.247 ~0. 171 -0.167 -0.008 0.018
0.082 0. 130 0.227 0.086 0.128 0.145 -0. 184 0.014 0.272 ~0. 167 -0.218 -0.009 0.064
0.058 -0.028 0.012 0.030 -0.038 -0.114 0.0t1 0.022 ~-0.009 0.009 0.002 0.002 0.057
~0.047 -0.008 0.032 0.081 -0.092 -0.035% -0.000 -0.066 0.005 =0.012 0.011 0.003 0.084
0. 1414 -0.033 -0.122 -0.214 ~-0.178 -0.000 0.071 -0.036 0.047 -0.059 0.051 0.280 0.0486
-0.244 ~0.048 0.131 0.056 0.082 0.034 -0.128 0.045 0.041 -0.020 -0.059 -0.281 -0.200
0.128 -0.070 -0.058 0. 143 -0.196 -0.021 -0.132 ~0.261 -0. 108 - 0.097 0.017 0.231 0.293
SCHOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH VOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS YBO72A YBO728 BBOGBA BBOG8B
0.005 0.012 0. 103 0. 134 0.092 0. 120 0. 166 0.09S5 0. 101 0.047 0.066 0.088 0.086
-0.015 0.014 0. 144 0.197 0. 156 0. 151 0.209 0.155 0. 148 0.119 0. 121 0. 140 Q0. 128
0.014 0.017 0.170 0.217 0.179 0.215 0.255 0.178 0.159 0. 132 0. 146 0.112 0.135
0.021 0.016 0.163 0.172 0. 146 0.165 0.210 0. 157 0. 148 0.096 0.130 0.129 0.129
-0.020 0.023 0. 183 0. 195 0.224 0. 199 0.2185 0.227 0.411 0.254 0.297 0.358 0.393
-0.067 0.024 0.20t 0.197 0.242 0.216 0.240 0.228 0.426 0.241 0.291 0.368 0.422
-0.056 -0.011 -0.074 -0.084 -0.102 -0.09% -0.114 =0.114 -0.027 -0.028 -0.030 -0.042 -0.022
-0.084 0.002 -0.036 -0. 101 -0. 100 -0.048 -0.098 -0. 111 0.070 0.020 0.023 0.033 0.060
~0.044 -0.017 0.066 0.082 0.062 0.087 0.081 0.074 0.058 0.043 +0.048 0.037 0.004
0.197 0.024 -0.022 -0.064 ~0.013 -0.033 -0.057 -0.036 0.010 0.030 0.026 0.029 0.025
-0.295 0.013 -0.044 -0.075 ~0.068 -0.058 -0.082 -0.059 -0. 110 ~0.094 -0.096 ~0.073 - -0.067
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TABLE A.5.2 (CONT'D)

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SOPILIOMORES 3
0BS _NAME_ BB 101 BBO42 88039 SIBS BB103 BOTHPAR BBO378 B8BO37C BBO47G B8B104C 88104D BB104G EB1041 FATEXP
23 REGION4 0.054 0.128 0.084 -0.053 -0.03% -0.042 0.036 0.078 -0.032 0.009 0.022 0.047 0.000 0.017
24 RELCATH -0.036 -0.168 -0.122 0:231 0.006 0.049 -0.055 -0.115 -0.032 0.138 0.112 0.116 0.097 0.016
25 BBO11C 0.077 0.044 0.074 -0.010 0.047 0.048 -0.006 -0.027 O. 111 0.071 0.074 0.083 0.069 0.108
26 BBO11D 0.073 0.058 0.066 -0.034 0.041 0.037 -0.033 -0.052 0.081 0.029 0.06S 0.057 0.080 0. 112
27 HMWRK 0.138 0.218 0.190 -0.106 0.114 0.005 -0.000 -0.02t 0.175 0.047 0.123 0.098 0.065 0. 159
28 BBO 16 0.001 -0.060 -0.065 -0.00% -0.039 -0.058 0.016 0.045 -0.018 -0.059 -0.060 =-0.03t -0.059 -0.098
29 BBOS9E 0.067 0.069 0.06% 0.007 0.057 -0.021 0.001 0.038 -0.127 0.017 0.024 0.019 0.009 -0.007
30 MBBOS3E 0.169 0.284 0.231 -0.118 0.146 0.024 0.010 0.002 0.078 0.013 0.078 0.0814 0.041 0.153
3 MBBOS53F 0.020 0.008 0.009 0.078 0.057 0.046 0.011 -0.026 0.023 0.042 0.058 0.077 0.022 0.082
32 MBBOS53G 0.096 0.214 0.159 -0.074 0. 134 0.033 0.018 0.0114 0.049 0.015 0.073 0.082 0.048 O.112
33 MYBO19A 0.148 0. 151 0.137 -0.130 0.054 0.006 0.036 0.033 0.0%6 0.017 0.075 0.065 0.085 0. 185

0BS MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGIONY REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH BBOI1C BBO1IID HMWRK BBO16 BBOS9E MBBOS3E

23 0.022 0.123 -0.005 -0.296 -0.246 -0.254 1.000 -0.130 -0.022 -0.016 0.020 0.041 0.099 0.203
24 0.029 0.114 -0.092: 0.112 -0.231 0.214 ~0.130 1.000 0.068 0.05f -0.029 -0.125 -0.105 -0.200
25 0.115 -0.040 0.014 0.028 -0.044 0.031 -0.022 0.068 1.000 0.492 0.150 -0.043 -0.007 -0.029
26 0.132 -0.051% 0.001 0.050 ~0.036 -0.00% -0.016 0.051 0.492 1.000 0.147 -0.090 -0.062 0.044
27 0.162 -0.042 0.005 0. 166 -0.080 -0. 104 0.020 -0.029 0. 150 0.147 1.000 -0.137 -0.103 0.286
28 ~0.117 0.033 -0.019 0.013 -0.004 -0.043 0.041 ~0.125 -0.043 -0.090 -0.137 1.000 0.187 -0.078
29 -0.046 0.042 -0.054 0.026 -0.028 -0.084 0.099 -0.105 -0.007 -0.062 -0.103 0.187 1.000 0.049 >
30 0.142 -0.018 -0.014 0.0214 ~0.054 ~0.134 0.203 -0.200 -0.029 0.044 0.286 -0.078 0.049 1.000 [
31 0.082 0.059 -0.047 0. 141 =0.244 0. 128 -0.047 0.356 -0.007  0.028 0.092 -0.153 -0.115 0.278 kg
32 0.130 -0.028 -0.008 -0.033 =0.048 -0.070 0. 187 -0.036 -~0.031 0.022 0.180 -0.110 -0.021 0.752
a3 0.227 0.012 0.032 -0.122 0. 131 -0.058 0.073 <0.031 -0.030 0.0685 0.166 -0.158 -0.106 0.470

oBS MBBOS3F MBBOS53G MYBO19A MYBO19B MYBO19€E MYBO19F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCATH

23 -0.047 0. 187 0.073 0.038 0.373 -0.016 D.225 0.317 0.022 -0.018 ~0.016 -0.308 -0.179
24 0.356 -0.036 -0.031 0.091 ~0.322 -0.162 -0.255 -0.343 0.017 -0.028 0.042 0.468 0.692
25 -0.007 -0.031 -0.030 -0.050 -0.011 -0.036 0.043 0.042 0. 165 =0. 150 -0.034 0.073 0.067
26 0.029 0.022 0.068 0.0286 -0.010 -0.011 -0.052 -0.027 0.153 -0.128 -0.054 0.056 0.079
27 0.092 0. 180 0.166 -0.029 0.214 0.183 ~0.074 0.088 0.289 ~0.262 -0.091 0.044 -0.057
28 -0. 183 -0. 110 -0.158 -0.103 -0.026 -0.074 0.200 0. 107 ~0. 138 0.119 0.019 -0.073 -0. 149
29 -0.118 -0.021 " ~0.106 =0.209 0.079 =0.045 0.212 0.279 -0.026 0.023 0.012 ~0.071 -0.210
30 0.278 0.752 0.470 0.239 0.421 0.222 -0.219 . 0.176 0.293 -0.250 -0.112 ~-0.235 -0.198
31 1.000 0.396 0.162 0.263 -0.102 0.006 -0.457 -0.344 0.148 -0.124 -0.050 0.468 0.448
32 0.3386 1.000 0.454 0.375 0.311 0.206 -0.324 -0.063 0. 199 -0. 149 -0.108 -0. 157 0.064
33 0.162 0.464 1.000 0.629 0.408 0.288 -0.626 ~-0. 148 0.238 -0. 162 -0. 166 -0.374 0. 123

oBs SCHOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH vOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD T0TVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS YBO72A YBO728B BBOGBA BBOGSB

23 0.182 -0.022 =0.00% 0.066 0.0214 -0.002 0.068 0.021 0.048 0.022 0.028 0. 006 0.047
24 -0.689 -0.044 0.025 0.015 0.014 0.034 0.021 0.005 -0.011 -0.065 -0.040 =0.023 0.001
25 -0.067 0.006 0.248 0.236 0.252 0.276 0.276 0.254 0.209 0.099 0. 141 0.125 0.121
26 -0.081 0.020 0.298 0.243 0.387 0.341 0.265 0.404 0.226 0.088 0. 113 0.127 0. 124
27 0.052 0.047 0. 191 0.202 0.247 0.195 0.216 0.268 0.336 0.166 0.213 0.239 0.259
28 0.180 - -0.011 -0.158 -0.125 -0.151 =0. 159 -0.155 -0. 164 -0.158 -0.049 -0.045 -0.088 -0.124
29 0.210 0.002 -0.064 -0.014 -0.041 -0.052 -0.048 -0.034 ~0.097 0.010 0.005 -0.062 -0.104
30 0.180 0.078 0. 177 0.231 0.196 0.187 0.229 0.223 0.203 0.164 0.192 0.150 0.139
31 -0.452 0.026 0.080 0.081 0.066 0.088 0.078 0.076 0.074 0.018 0.040 0.029 0.039
32 -0.070 0.054 0.120 0.130 0.130 0.126 0. 147 0.145 0.14% 0.124 0.153 0.130 0.118
33 -0.130 0.064 Q. 146 0.189 0. 184 0. 150 0.221 0. 169 0.237 0.133 0. 149 0.173 0. 194




oBS

34
35
36
a7
a8
39
40
44
42
43
44

0BS

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44

o8s

08s

MEANS,
_NAME _ BB101
MYBO19B  -0.013
MYBO19E 0. 156
MYBO1SF 0.140
MABSENT  -0.074
MCUTCLS 0. 156
ACADEM 0.163
GENERAL  ~0.132
VOCATNL  -0.076
LGSI1ZE -0.022
SCHCATH  ~0.037
SCHOPRIV  0.033
MOTEXP HISPAN B
0.086 0.030 O.
0.125 -0.038 -0.
0.145 -0.114 -O.
-0.184 0.011 -0.
0.014 ©0.022 -0.
0.272 -0.009 O.
-0.167 0.008 -O.
-0.218 0.002 O.
-0.008 0.002 O.
0.064 0.057 O.
-0.067 -0.056 -O.
MBBOS3F  MBBOS3G
0.263 0.378
-0.102 0.3114
0.006 0.206
-0.457 -0.324
-0.344 -0.063
0.149 0.199
-0.124 -0.149
-0.0850 -0.109
0.468 -0.187
0.448 0.064
~0.4852 -0.070
SCHOPRIV  SCHELI
-0.284 0.02
0.303 0.04
0.076 ~0.00
0.448 -0.02
0.515 0.01
-0.045 0.03
0.049 -0.03
-0.006 -0.01
-0.460 -0.02
-0.994 -0.07
t.000 -0.03

STANDARD DEVIATIONS

TABLE A.5.2 (CONT'D)

AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED-IN THE REPORT: PRIVAIE SOPHOMORES

BB8042 88039 sSiBs 88103 BOTHPAR BB0O378B BBOJ7C BBO47G BB10AC BB104D BB104G BB104I FATEXP
-0.033 -0.069 -0.048 -0.043 0.019 0.089 0.088 -0.001 -0.0i16 0.005 0.001 0.026 0.061
0.264 0.245 -0.142 0.089 -0.04% -0.020 -0.0i6 0.070 0.063 0.1014 0.089 0.072 0.112
0.205 0.173 -0.115 0.118 0.028 -0.026 -0.02t 0.083 0.090 0.097 0.114 0. 106 0.121
-0.036 -0.013 -0.005 -0.052 -0.060 -0.022 -0.006 -0.052 -0.014 -0.046 -0.02t -0.050 -0.137
0.216 0.235 -0.074 0.087 -0.034 -0.051 -0.014 -0.012 0.018 0.038 0.046 0.010 0.053
0.213 0.233 -0.088 0. 114 0.005 -0.016 =-0.034 0.128 0.085 0.108 O.138 0.085 0.247
-0.168 -0.187 0.075 -0.084 0.008 0.017 0.010 -0.095 -0.033 -0.067 -0.085 -0.04%t -0.17%
-0.089 -0.105 0.029 -0.083 -0.012 -0.007 0.046 -0.070 -0.091 -0.078 -0.084 -0.090 -0.167
-0.107 -0.063 0.150 0.023 0.046 =0.017 -0.081 -0.002 0.024 0.012 0.010 -0.004 -0.008
~0.169 -0. 146 0.163 -0.018 0.017 0.013 -0.023 -0.007 -0.006 0.013 -0.015 -0.022 0.018
0.164 0.14% -0.162 0.014 =0.017 -0.012 0.023 0.005 0.005 -0.015 0.014 0.02¢ -0.020
LACK REGION! REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH BBOt1iC 88B0t11D HMWRK BBO16 BBOS9E MBBOS3E
o8t -0.214 0.056 0. 143 0.038 0.091 -0.050 0.026 -0.029 -0.103 -0.208 0.238
092 -0. 175 0.082 -0. 196 0.373 -0.322 -0.0t1 -0.010 0.211 -0.026 0.079 0.421%
035 -0.000 0.034 -0.021 -0.016 -0.162 -0.036 -0.011 0.183 -0.074 -0.045 0.222
000 0.071 -0.128 -0.132 0.225 -0.25% 0.043 -0.052 -0.074 0.200 ©0.212 -0.219
066: -0.036 " 0.045 -0.261 0.317 -0.343 0.042 -0.027 0.088 0. 107 0.279 0.176
005 0.047 0.041 -0. 108 0.022 0.017 0.165 0.153 0.299 -0.138 -0.026 0.293
o112 -0.059 -0.020 0.097 -0.018 -0.028 -0.150 -0.128 -0.262 0.119 0.023 -0.250
ot 0.051 -0.059 0.017 ~0.016 0.042 =0.034 -0.05%4 -0.091 0.019 0.012 -~0. 112
003 0.280 -0.281 0.231 -0.308 0.468 0.073 0.056 0.044 -0.073 -0.07t% -0.235%
o84 0.046 ~0.200 0.293 -0.179 0.692 0.067 0.079 -0.057 -0.148 -0.210 -0. 198
084 -0.044 0.197 -0.295 0.182 -0.689 -0.067 -0.081% 0.052 0. 150 0.210 0.190
MYBO1SA MYBO 198 MYBO19E MYBO 19F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGS1ZE sC
0.629 1.000 0.144 0.084 -0.453 -0.580 0.057 =0.011 -0. 103 -0.291
0.408 0. 144 1.000 0.430 -0.021 0.267 0.223 =0. 1714 -0.114 -0.582 -
0.288 0.084 0.430 1.000 ~-0.200 0.006 0.184 -0.134 -0. 104 ~0. 189 -
-0.526 =0.453 -0.021 ~0.200 .000. 0.485 ~0.144 0.103 0.078 =0.205 -
-0. 149 ~0.580 0.267 0.006 0.495 1.000 0.129 -0.123 -0.020 -0. 180 -
0.238 0.057 0.223 0. 184 -0. 144 0.129 1.000 -0.866 -0.298 -0.004
~-0.162 -0.011 -0.1714 ~0.134 0.103 -0.123 -0.866 1.000 -0.17% -0.032 -
-0.166 -0.103 -0.114 -0.104 0.079 -0.020 -0.288 -0.175 1.000 0.088
~0.374 -0.291 -0.582 ~0.189 ~-0.205 -0.180 -0.004 -0.032 0.088 1.000
0.123 0.281 -0.306 -0.075 ~-0.44%5 -0.515 0.041 =0.045 0.007 0.462
~0.130 -0.284 0.303 0.076 0.449 0.515 -0.045 0.049 -0.006 ~0.460 -
TE READBOTH vOoCcBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD TaTvoc TOTMATH EDPLANS YBO72A YBO728 BBOG8A
6 0.022 ~-0.019 ~0.009 0.005 0.002 -0.017 0.077 -0.005 -0.000 0.022
2 0. t19 0.227 0.141 0. 117 0.218 0.135 0.171 0. 155 0.162 0. 144
S 0. 151 0.179 0. 144 0.154 0.176 0. 158 0. 144 0. 141 0. 159 0.170
4 -0. 126 -0.098 ~0.153 -0. 123 -0. 115 -0. 140 -0. 152 -0.041 -0.078 -0. 106
4 0.026 0.116 0.069 0.058 0.116 0.079 0.051 0.097 0.081 0.050
8 0.246 0.282 0.289 0.269 0.328 0.300 0.364 0.243 0.272 0.299
3 -0.182 ~0.228 ~-0.206 -0.203 -0.235 ~-0.226 -0.279 =0. 184 -0.198° -0.213
3 -0.128 -0.133 -0. 165 ~0.122 -0.180 -0.137 -0.193 ~0. 122 -0. 153 -0.178
3 -0.003 -0.035% -0.007 0.017 -0.031 0.006 -0.012 -0.020 -0.004 -0.01t1
[¢] -0.000 -0.052 -0.033 -0.008 -0.032 -0.061 0.030 -0.050 -0.011 0.030
7 -0.004 0.046 0.027 0.002 0.028 0.055 -0.03% 0.0486 0.007 -0.033

HCATH

0.281
0.306
0.07%
0.445
0.515
0.041
0.045
0.007
0.462
1.000
0.994

BBO688

0.068
0.154
0. 158
-0.135
0.031
0.2895
-0.216
-0.171
-0.034
0.054
-0.057

£6-v
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49
50
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N B 8 8 8
A 8 B 8 s B
M 1 o o 1 1
E o 4 3 B8 o
R 1 2 9 s 3
SCHELITE 0.045 0.051 0.052 -0.017 0.035
READBOTH 0.092 0.202 0. 189 -0.088 O. 111
VOCBOTH ©.184 0.226 0.282 -0.109 0. 119
MATHBOTH 0.164 0.179 0.234 -0.067 O. 157
TOTREAD ©.122 0.202 0.241 -0.085 0. 142
TOTVOC  0.183 0.241 0.280 -0.131 0.108
TOTMATH O. 150 0.187 0.253 -0.087 O.169
EDPLANS. ©0.231 0.303 0.342 ~0.135 0.139
YBO72A 0.200 0.256 0.278 -0.076 O.153
R R R R R
E € E E E B
G G G G L B
1 I 1 I c o
) o 0 0 A
N N N N T
1 3 3 4 H C
-0.017 0.024 0.013 -0.022 -0.044 0.006
0.066 -0.022 -0.044 -0.005 0.025 0.248
0.082 -0.064 -0.075 0.066 0.015 0.236
0.062 -0.013 -0.068 0.021 0.014 0.252
0.087 -0.033 -0.088 -0.002 0.034 0.276
0.081 -0.057 -0.082 0.068 0.021 0.276
0.074 -0.036 -0.059 0.021 0.005 0.254
0.058 ©.010 -0.110 0.048 -0.011 0.208
0.043 0.030 -0.094 0.022 -0.065 0.098
M G v S
c A E o L c
u c N c G H
T A E A s c
c D R T 1 A
L E A N z T
s M L L E H
0.014 0.038 -0.033 ~0.013 -0.023 -0.070
0.026 0.246 -0.182 -0.128 -0.003 ~0.000
0.116 0.292 -0.228 -0.133 -0.035 -0.052
0.069 0.289 -0.206 -0.155 -0.007 -0.033
0.059 0.269 ~0.203 -0.122 ©0.017 -0.008
0.116 0.328 -0.235 -0.180 -0.031 -0.032
0.079 0.300 -0.226 -0.137 ©.006 -0.061
0.051 0.364 -0.279 -0.193 -0.012 0©0.030
0.097 0.243 -0.184 -0.122 -0.020 -0.050
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S R
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L 8 B
1 Q 0]
T T T
E H H
1.000 0.044 0.053 0.
0.044 1.000 0.533 ©
0.053 0.533 1.000 O
0.053 0.548 0.483
0.054 0.877 0.612 O
0.056 0.605 0.882 0
0.061 0.577 0.515 O
0.043 0.334 0.335 O
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TABLE A.5.2 (’CONT'ﬁ)

PRIVATE SOPHOMORES G

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT:

8 R

_ o] B B B8 B 8 8 B F M H E

N B 8 B8 B T B B B 8 8 B 8 A [¢] 1 B G

A B8 B B S B H (o] (o) (o} 1 1 1 1 T T S L 1

(¢] M i (e} 0O I 1 P 3 3 4 (¢ () [} o 3 E P A [¢]
B E (¢) 4 3 8 0 A 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 X X A C N
S 1 2 9 S 3 R B [ G C D G I P P N K 1

54 YBO72B 0.203 0.254 0.297 -0.096 0.170 0.009 -0.037 0.009 0.105 0.066 0.121 0.146 0.130 0.297 0.291 -0.030 0.023 0.048
55 BBOG8A 0.206 0.226 0.256 -0.100 0.151 0.033 -0.010 -Q0.000 O.111 0.088 0.140 0.112 0.129 0.358 0.368 -0.042 0.033 0.037
56 BBO68B 0.169 0.199 0.219 -0. 111 0.108 0.0389 0.003 0.009 0.132 0.086 0.125 0.135 0.129 0.393 0.422 -0.022 0.060 0.004

NZO~OmMD
WZOmOmMmD
LbZ2OmOmMX
THP>POCFMD
O +«DBO
O 00
XDEXTI
-0 D
mouno Wi
mMLWUuoIE=
TWOODWX
O:JUIQINUJS
PO=0OW<=
mmgom<z
MmMO-=-=0W<IT
MO =20W<=
“ZMmMnNDP> T
nwrO-ICcnoz=z

nmo

64 0.026 -0.096 0.025 -0.040 O0.14% 0.113 0.213 ~0.045 0.005 0.192 0.040 0.153 0.149 -0.000 ©.162 0.159 ~0.079 0.081
55 0.029 -0.073 0.006 -0.023 0.125 0.127 0.239 -0.088 -0.062 0.150 0.029 0.130 0.173 0.022 0.144 0.170 -0.106 0.050
56 0.025 -0.067 0.047 0©0.001 0.121 0.124 0.259 -0.124 -0.104 0.139 0.039 0.118 0.194 0.068 0.154 0.158 ~0.135 0.031%

wwo
2EMO>O0p
rerpomMZmo
rz=>»>00c<
MN e G T
I-AP»POITOON
< TVOION
Meuiva =M T OW
I-~OoOWOr»rmx
IT«A0DOO<
ISHOWI~S>Z
OB MmD =0 =
[o =R -4 N« N ]
TR BT A0~
nZrroom
PAONOD <
BOoO~NOW<
POOOT®
oo m®
GGV

54 0.272 -0.188 -0.153 -0.004 =0.011 0.007 0.034 0.222 0.252 0.275 0.242 0.278 0.275 0.404 0?834 1.000 0.681 0.405
55 0.299 -0.213 -0.178 -0.011 0.030 -0.033 0.028 0.235 0.271 0.273 0.250 0.297 0.275 0.478 0.564 0.681 1.000 0.630
56 0.295 ~0.216 -0.171 -0.034 0.054 -0.057 0.025 0.237 0.273 0.256 0.243 0.296 0:.253 0.564 0.325 0.40% 0.630 1.000



TABLE A.5.3

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SENIORS 1
B
B 0 8 B B B 8 8 8 F M M
N B B 8 B T B B B 8 B B 8 A ) I
A 8 B B s B H o o o 1 1 1 i T T s
oM 1 o o I 1 P 3 3 4 0 0 ) o E E P
B E [¢] 4 3 B (o] A 7 7 7 4 4 4 L X X A
s _ 1 2 9 ‘S 3 R B c G c D G I P P N
1 MEAN 4.265 4.176 4.652 3.065 6.948 ©.778 1.928 1.673 2.385 O.B16 0.704 0.785 0©0.769 0.537 0.618 0.062
2 STDEV 1.770 _2.184 2.591_2.033 1.6/2 _0.415 0.883 0.868 1.122 0.388 0.457 0.411 0.421 _0.499 0.486 0.240
3788101 1.000 0.284 0.379 -0.138 0.345 0.306 -0.109 -0.124 0.082 0.145 ©0.195 0.183 0.208 0.283 O.182 -0.100
4 BB0O42 0.284 $1.000 0.528 -0.116 0.210 0.006 0.053 0.031 0.095 0.091 0.163 O0.159 O0.110 0.248 0.25%2 -0.098
5 BBO39 0.379 0.528 1.000 -0.137 0.257 0.025 -0.098 -0.094 O.118 ©0.093 0.175 0.183 0.141 ©0.338 0.280 -0. {00
6 SIBS -0.1438 ~0.116 -0. 137 1.000 0.048 -0.049 -0.037 -0.017 -0.092 -0.034 -0.087 ~-0.048 ~-0.133 -0.130 -0.102 0.064
7 BB103 0.345 0.210 0.257 0.048 1.000 ©.214 -0.121 -0.115 0.071 O0.173 0.188 0.205 ©0.154 0.162 0.108 -0.124
8 BOTHPAR 0.306 0.006 0.025 -0.049 0.21t14 1.000 -0.150 =0.152 0.043 0.146 0.169 0.138 0.160 0.205 0©0.075 -0.031
9 BBO37B -0.109 0.053 -0.098 -0.037 -0.121 =0.450 1.000 0.614 -0.033 -0.038 -0.083 -0.059 -0.064 -0.061 0.002 0.010
R R R R R M 4 M M M M
E E E € E B 8 A B 8 B B Y Y Y
B8 G G G G L 8 B D H 8 B 8 B B B8 8 B8 p
L I 1 I 1 ¢ ) o v M 8 o o o o 0 o o 4
) A 0 o o 0 A 1 1 M " o 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 o
B c N N N N T 1 1 T R 1 9 3 3 3 9 9 9
5 K 1 2 3 4 H c D H K 6 E E F G A 8 E
1 0.120 0.2t 0.311 0.289 0.184 0.283 0.256 0.217 2.049 3.523 2.532 0.447 2.492 2.337 2.216 1.632 1.450 1.943
2 0.325 0.412 0.463 0.453 0.388 0.450 _0.437 ©0.412 1.538 3.246 1.340 0.497 0.217_0.228 0.216_ 0.207 _0.291 _0.247 .
37-0.234 T0.038 -0.144 0.074 0.046 0.062 0.109 0.089 0.249 0.077 0.008 0.098 0.070 0.016 0.030 ©0.033 -0.080 0©.105
4 -0.043 0©0.013 -0.071 -0.006 0.078 ~0.046 O0.149 O0.114 0.281 0.148 -0.022 O0.036 0.083 0.005 0.063 0.039 -0.083 0.122
§ -0.108 0.034 -0.072 -0.034 0.090 -0.014 O0.157 ©0.126 0.346 0.186 -0.033 0.043 0.116 0.011 0.088 0.022 -0.141 O.136
6 0.149 -0.022 -0.011 ©.027 0.006 0.122 -0.050 -0.037 -0.137 =0.038 0.046 -0.000 -0.007 -0.013 -0.011 0.002 0.026 -0.025
7 -0.111 0.087 -0.115 ©0.131 -0.109 0.056 0.081 0.074 ©O.171 0.078 -0.025 0.030 0.052 0.043 -0.018 0.068 0.011 0.060 )
8 -0.212 0.013 -0.074 0.072 ~0.008 0.056 ©0.033 0.048 0.109 0.034 -0.082 ~0.017 0.013 0.025 -0.009 0.0314 0.032 0.031
9 0.200 -0.047 0.104 -0.048 -0.018 -0.080 -0.010 -0.021 ~0.075 -0.017 0.038 0.021 -0.017 0.001 0.006 -0.005 0.015 -0.044
R M
M M M G v £ v A T T 3
Y A c A E 0 L A 0 T 0 T o D e 8 3 E
8 B u ¢ N c G D- c H T o T P 8 8 8 B
o s T A £ A s B8 8 8 R T M L o o o o
) 1 € c D R T I 0 0 o E v A A 6 6 6 6
8 9 N L E A N z T T T A o T N 8 8 8 8
5 F ¥ s M L L € H H H D c H s A 8 c D
1 2.757 2.390 0.366 0.339 0.383 0.261 7.010 4.476 4.483 10.634 10.752 12.855 19.006 2.410 0.468 ©0.506 0.559 0.616
2 _0.174__0.326 _0.153_0.473 0.486 _0.439 0.740 2.097 1.967 4.242 4.224 5.289 6.255 1.020 0.499 0.500 ©.497 0.486
3 0.137 -0.018 ©.100 O0.173 -0.054 -0.120 ©0.104 0.194 0.243 0.257 0.217 0.228 0.263 0.227 0.196 O.189 0.174 0.150
4 0.102 0.011 0.412 0.234 -0.073 -0.469 O0.089 ©O.1899 0.253 0.242 0.230 0.262 0.253 0.341 0.290 0.279 0.266 0.239
§ 0.127 -0.000 0.146 ©0.272 -0.088 ~0.198 0.168 0.245 0.300 0.305 0©0.272 0.307 0.316 0.397 0.321 0.315 0.299 0.277
6 -0.046 0.018 -0.031 -0.118 0.052 0.064 -0.057 -0.130 -0.164 -0.122 -0.144 -0.168 -0.118 ~-0.125 -0.113 -0.112 ~0.107 -0.096
7 0.102 -0.074 -0.015 0.120 -0.048 -0.073 -0.029 0.149 0.162 0.184 ©0.161 0.160 0.190 O0.158 0.143 0.136 0.123 0.1086
8 0.110 -0.050 -0.021 0.076 -0.021 -0.043 -0.035 O0.149 0.107 0.142 0.124 0.104 ©0.141 0.047 0.029 O0.028 0.034 0.030
8 -0.070 -0.006 -0.030 -0.044 0.032 0.006 -0.013 -0.086 -0.093 -0.109 -0.096 -0.098 -0.115 -0.015 -0.005 -0.005 0.004 0.008
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41 0.040 ©0.050 0.014 -0.564 1.000 -0.468 -0.124 -0.143 -0.146 -0.184 -0.150 -0.156 -0.196 -0.197 -0.136 -O.143 -0. 156 -0.161
42 -0.068 0.001 -0.056 -0.425 -0.468 1.000 0.016 -O.186 -0.210 -0.244 -0.210 -0.216 -0.251 -0.297 -0.228 -0.237 -0.257 -0.230
43 -0.186 0.058 0.351 O.106 -0.124 0.016 1.000 0.022 0.066 0.056 0.03{ 0.057 0.061 0.144 0.103 0.112 0.103 0.104
44 0.133 -0.054 0.029 0.333 -0.143 -0.186 0.022 1.000 0.571 ©.596 0.887 O0.609 0.601 0.356 0.262 ©0.277 0.272 0.249
45 ©0.137 -0.030 ©0.077 0.358 -0.146 -0.210 0.066 0.571 1.000 0.560 ©0.649 0.851 0.567 0.373 ©0.300 0.302 0.294 0.259




46
47
48
49
50
5t
62
53
54

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
S3

54

TABLE A.5.3 (CONT'D)

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PUBLIC SENIORS

N 8
A 8
M 1
E o]
_ i
MATHBOTH 0.257
TOTREAD 0.217
foTvoc 0.228
TOTMATH 0.263
EDPLANS 0.227
B8BO68BA 0. 196
BBO68B  0.189
EBOGBC 0.174
EBO68BD  0.150
R R
E E
G G
1 I
0 (1]
N N
1 2
0.087 -0.168 O.
0.071 -0.134 O.
0.105 -0.160 O.
0.093 ~0.175 ©O.
0.035 -0.034 -0O.
0.038 -0.020 -0.
0.033 -0.014 -~O.
0.027 -0.012 -0.
0.019 -0.018 -0.
M M
A c
8 u
S T
E c
N L
T S
-0.087 0.047
-0.052 0.033
-0.027 0.075
-0.062 0.050
-0.005 0.108
~0.003 0.081
-0.001 0.085
-0.001 .0.074
0.01t 0.074

00000000

[eNeNedoNoRoNeRe o)

NAEODRD

.230
. 262
. 2563
.341
.280
. 279
.266
. 239

WZOm~HMD

(]

(5]

o
OCO00O00000C0

EmMmO>»0OP»

.427
. 363
.373
.446
.486
.358
.377
. 406
.387

Cwowm

.272
. 307
.316
. 397
321
.315
. 299
L2717

COO0O0O0OO0O0O0O0

HZOmOMD

[oZeNo,
W= N
- 0w

.016
.043
.036
.039
.042
. 054

rraomzmo

-0.
0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
=0.
-0.

V=W

-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.

COO0O00O00O00

184
150
156
196
197
136
143
156
161

.026
.030
. 062
.002
.002
.002
.001
.00t

122
144
169
118
125
113
112
107
096

I—=<>rr0O0rmam

rz-»0ooc<

-0.
-0.
-0.
=0.
~-0.
-0.
-0.
-0.
~0.

COCOO0O0000

WO=01w

184
161
160
180
158
143
136
123
106

000000000

Duw=2Q00

266
271
L2718
. 269
.293
.231
. 243
.244
.224

244
210
216
251
297
228
237
257
230

000000000

000000000

B
0 B
T B
H (o}
P 3
A 7
R 8
0.142 -0.109
0.124 -0.086
0.104 -0.098
0.141 -0.115
0.047 ~-0.015
0.029 -0.005
0.028 -0.005
0.034 0.004
0.030 0.008
B A
B D
0 v
1 M
] T
D H
.357 0.677 O.
.236 0.506 0.
.207 0.464 O.
.376 0.698 0.
.259 0.543 0.
.202 0.421 0.
.215 0.4852 0.
.221 0.474 O.
196 0.434 0.
R
E
L A
G D
S B
I 0
z T
E H
.056 0.596
.031 0.887
.057 0.609
.061 0.601
144 0.356
103 0.262
112 0.277
109 0.272
104 0.249

8 8

B B

0 o

3 4

7 7

c G
-0.146 0.107
-0.132 0.134
-0.132 0.127
-0.150 0. 107
~-0.027 0.169
-0.025 0.136
-0.016 0. 147
-0.0J0 0. 151
-0.005 0. 155
H B
M 8
W 0
R 1
K 6
263 -0.122 -0.
216 ~0.081 -0.
204 _-0.064 O.
281 -0.129 -0.
359 -0.130--0.
231 -0.055 O.
253 -0.070 -0.
289 -0.102 -0O.
294 -0.120 -0.

M

v A

o T

c H

B B

0 0

T T

H i
0.560 1.000
0.649 0.647
0.851 0©.58%
0.567 0.957
0.373 0.443
0.300 0.337
0.302 0.355
0.294 0.360
0.259 0.320

ONOC-DOTD

. 188
164
171
126
.094
094
105
.0s8

000000000

mououowm

032
007
006
041
053
000
024
057

OPpmMBD -t O —

.647
.000
.696
.683
.392
.294
.308
.303
.273

[oXeNoNeoNoNoNoR N

000000000

CHRO~DD

;220
.198
.208
.224
. 173
135
138
135
. 126

000000000

mwuomoe

. 069
.067
.068

O00O000O-~00
[
©
o

.264
.234
. 229

000000000

.025
. 004
L0185

[eXeNoNeo)

. 069 -0.
.052 -0.
.050 -0.
.056 -0.
.046 -0.

OO0 -0
b5 Qe

.258
.239
.272
182
137
143
151
142

184
149
156
151
142

000000000

TMWUOoLWm=
Hwoonmz

.021
.030
.030
. 024
.058
L0582
.052
.051
.042

o114
004
008
008
016

[eNeNoNoNeoRoNoRo e

ITHAP>PR~0—

. 857
.653
. 595
.000
464
349
L3714
.377
.337

©0000~000

00000000

VXM=

.335
. 300
.28%
347
.503
.372
. 402
. 457
. 486

000000000

POLOB<ZT

.064
.058
.043
.067
L0195
. 006
.004
.009
.007

OCO0C0000O00

wZPrroom

o

o

(]
OC00O~00C0OO0OC

VXM=~ OC=X

.318
.287
271
. 333
.525
. 368
.404
. 466
.513

CO0O00OCO00

DO-0B<Z

~-0.0495
-0.019
~-0.061
-0.048
-0.118
~0.080
-0.098%
-0.092
-0.088

POOOEW®

.294
. 306
.349
.440
.000
. 848
. 610
. 421

1 8
S L
P A
A C.
N K
-0.140 -0.254
~-0. 161 ~0.241
-0.134 -0.237
~0.143 ~0.251
-0.054 0.036
-0.030 -0.003
-0.031 0.005
~0.035% 0.033
-0.020 ©0.039
M M
Y Y
8 8
0 0
1 1
9 9
£ F
0.117 0.153
0.095 0. 151
0.110 0.144
0.121 0.153
0.076 0.027
0.050 0.028
0.049 0.019
0.056 0.014
0.048 0.002
8 E
8 8
0 o
6 6
8 8
B c
0.355 0.360
0.305 ©0.303
0.307 ©0.295
0.371 0.377
0.478 0.543
0.848 0.610
1.000 0©0.718
0.718 1.000
0.493 0.694

~00000000

TonCcmm

.273
.260
.337
. 599
421
. 493
. 694
.000

7

(4]
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT:

TABLE A.5.4 (CONT'D)

PRIVATE SENIORS

S _NAME_ BB10O1 BBO42 BBO39 SIBS BB103 BOTHPAR BBO37B BBO37C 8B047G BB104C BB104D BBI04G BE104I FATEXP

1+ MEAN 5.057 4.99% 5.843 2.822 7.482 0.843 1.771 1.529 2.48S 0.800 0.846 0.888 0.861 0.733

2 STDEV 1.683 2.457 2.805 1.948 1.871 0.364 0.845 0.807 1.102 0.300 0.361 0.315 0.346 0.442

3 B8B101 1.000 0.334 0.434 -0.032 0.417 0.282 -0.108 -0.077 0.095 0.0%6 0. 108 0. 149 0. 131 0.310

4 BBO42 0.334 1.000 0.5%54 -0.036 0.238% -0.025 0.030 0.062 0.060 0.047 0.087 0. 150 0.093 0. 197

S 8B0O39 0.434 0.554 1.000 -0.015 0.297 0.014 -0.119 -0.068 Q.094 0.037 0.088 - 0.153 0.086 0.307

6 SIBS -0.032 -0.036 -0.015 1.000 0.180 0.008 -0.127 -0.1258 -0.095 0.039 -0.010 -0.028 -0.060 -0.077

7 88103 0.4117 0.235 0.297 0. 180 1.000 0.161 -0:138 -0.072 0.088 0. t14 0. 148 0. 183 0.15% | 0.120

8 BOTHPAR 0.282 -0.025 0.014 0.008 0.161 1.000 -0.157 -0.178 0.044 0.085 0.112 0.122 0.110 0.233

8 BBO378 -0. 108 0.030 -0.119 -0.127 -0.138 -0.157 1.000 0.601 -0.040 -0.046 -0.054 -0.082 -0.080 =-0O.11:1

O BBO37C -0.077 0.062 -0.068 -0.125 -0.072 ~-0.178 0.601 1.000 =0.011 -0.056 -0.050 -0.070 -0.07% -0.139

i BBO47G 0.095 0.060 0.094 -0.095 0.088 0.044 -0.040 -0.0%1% 1.000 0.046 0.056 6.075 0.094 0. 101

S MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION1 REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH B8BOtiC B8BO11D ADVMTH HMWRK BEO16 BBOS9E

1 0.782 0.058 0.050 0.347 0.239 0.263 0.151% 0.639 0.286 0.280 2.994 5.182 2.130 0.299

2 0.413 0.234 0.217 - 0.476 0.426 0.440 0.358 0.480 0.452 0.449 1.340 3.772 1. 144 0.4868

3 0.218 -0.102 -0.t112 -0.078 0.080 -0.038 0.054 -0.090 0.092 0. 106 0.230 0.135 -0.027 0. 140

4 0.208 -0.103 0.035 -0.032 0.032 -0. 102 0. 133 ~0.217 0. 122 0.122 0.239 0.260 -0.008 0.071

S 0.261 -0.091 -0.0%54 -0.037 0.048 ~0.119 0. 142 -0. 157 0.157 0. 144 0.291 0.216 0.00% 0.103

6 -0.055 -0.004 -0.005 -0.065 -0.051 0.130 ~-0.013 0.201 -0.023 0.024 -0.061 -0.047 -0.006 -0.047

7 0.112 -0.130 -0.11td -0.034 0.042 0.048 -0.064 0.008 0.053 0.050 0.123 0o.116 -0.038 0.047

8 0.09% =0.017 -0.147 -=0.038 0.022 0.039 ~0.024 0.096 0.056 0.052 0.020 0.001 -0.062 -0.021

g9 -0.055 0.086 0. 185 -0.019 0.024 -0.054 0.064 -0.070 -0.029 -0.074 -0.094 -0.049 0.027 0.0442

0 -0.068 0.102. 0.205 -0.058 0.047 -0.051 0.085 -0 118 0.002 -0.039 -0.06t1 -0.012 0.05: 0.05%

1 0.122 -0.033 -0.042 0.000 -0.012 0.023 -0.014 -0.04% 0.059 0.045 0.058 0.188 -0.016 -0.073

S MBBOS3E MBBOS3F MBBOS3G MYBOISA MYBOI9B MYBO19E MYBOISF MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCATH

1 2.989 2.875 2.416 2.307 2.142 2.454 2.934 1.890 0.227 0.693 0.210 0.088 6.209 0.657

2 0.344 0.296 0.312 0.284 0.401 0.299 0.080 0.304 0.137 0.4G61 0.407 0.284 0.904 0.475

3 0. 189 -0.010 0.121% 0.125 -0.078 0.245 0.213 -0.067 0. tage 0.178 ~0.098 -0.146 ~0.056 -0.083

4 0.296 =0.017 0.205 0.137 =0.101 0.313 0.165 -0.010 0.253 0.246 -0. 188 -0.128 -0.104 -0.217

S 0.299 -0.034 0. 184 0. 155 -0. 112 0.337 0. 189 0.001 0.288 0.303 -0.211 -0.192 -0.1t12 -0. 186

6 -0.097 0.066 ~0.018 ~0.048 -0.000 -0.116 -0.084 -0.013 -0.068 -0.058 0.041 0.043 0.081 0.178

7 0. 121 0.009 0.125 0.089 ~0.077 0.137 0.138 ~-0.107 0.085 0.119 -0.083 -0.061 -0.000 -0.032

8 -0.032 0.017 0.006 0.017 0.013 0.024 0.081 ~0.079 -0.025 0.010 0.027 ~-0.036 0.041 0.066

=] -0.0%0 =0.009 -0.029 0.010 0.075 -0.033 -0.061 “0.010 -0.072 -0.073 0.044 0.045 -0.028 0.014

(o} 0.034 ~0.054 0.031 0.05%0 0.077 0.028 -0.024 -0.018% ~-0.002 -0.052 0.039 0.024 -0.086 -0.048

1 0.040 0.011 0.027 0.005 -0.022 0.087 0.069 0.015 0.013 0.054 -0.059 -0.005 -0.041 -0.026

S SCHOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH VOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD TO0TVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS BBOG8A BBOG8E EBO68C EBOG8D
1 0.340 0.003 5.109 $.423 12.312 12.283 15.342 21.568 2.893 0.672 0.706 0.747 O.784
2 0.474 0.054 1.9982 1.808 3.934 3.989 5.406 $.780 0.948 0.470 0.456 0.435 0.412
3 0.088 0.042 0.091 0.151 0. 189 0.120 0. 137 0.182 0.227 0.236 0.213 0.228 0. 172
4 0.210 0.055 0.158 0.223 0.225 0.184 0.230 0.236 0.335 0.266 0.266. 0.256 0.:236
5 0.181% 0.052 0.209 0.250 0.293 G.244 0.249 0.307 0.373 0.285 0.285 0.281 0.26%
6 -0.176 -0.019 =0.054 -0.082 -0.048 ~-0.059 -0.089 -0.053 -0.079 -0.056 ~0.084 -0.083 -0.0G0
7 0.028 0.042 0.096 0. 141 0.118 0. 122 0.110 0.124 0.1414 0.1.48 0.136 0.110 0094
8 -0.056 -0.000 0.057 0.088 0.040 0.066 0.065 0.043 ~-0.02% 0.039 0.016 -0.007 ~0.001
9 -0.013 ~0.008 -0.094 -0. 103 ~0. 142 -0.117 -0. 106 -0. 159 -0.028 -0.040 -0.041 -0.030 -0.066
(e} 0.048 ~0.002 -0.066 -0.080 -0.090 ~0.074 -0.088 -0.084 0.005 -0.031 -0.014 -0.006 -0.037
1 0.025 0.011 0.073 0.098 0.067 0.080 0.087 0.063 0.123 0.095 0.113 0. 147 0.142

¢9-v




0BS

12
13
14
15
16
17
i8
19
20
21
22

08s

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

0BS

12
13
14
1S
16
17
i8
19
20
21
22

08s

12
13
14
15
i6
17
i8
19
20
21
22

MEANS ,

_NAME _ BB101 BBO42 B8BO39 SIBS BB103 B
BB 104C 0.056 0.047 0.037 0.039 0.114
BB 104D 0. 108 0.097 0.088 -0.010 0. 148
BB 104G 0. 149 0.150 0.163 -0.028 0.183
BB 1041 0. t41 0.093 0.086 -0.060 0. 151
FATEXP 0.310 0.197 0.307 -0.077 0. 120
MOTEXP 0.218 0.208 0.261 -0.0585 0.112
HISPAN =0.102 -0.103 -0.091 =0.004 -0.130
BLACK -0.112 0.038 -0.054 -0.005 -0.1t14
REGIONT1 -0.078 -0.032 -0.037 -0.065 -0.034
REGION2 0.080 0.032 0.048 -0.051% 0.042
REGION3 -0.038 -0.102 -0.119 0.130 0.048
MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION1 REGION2 REGION3
0.114 .052 -0.023 0.063 -0.027 ~0.002
0. 137 .039 -0.035 0.084 ~0. 108 -0.001
0.198 .049 -0.082 0.062 -0.040 -~0.036
0. 156 .062 -0.028 0.042 ~0.021 0.009
0.711 .026 -0.071 0.028 0.013 -0.070
1.000 .00S 0.001 0.019 0.020 -0.078
Q.005 .000 =-0.057 -0.075 -0.022 ~Q.043
0.00t1 .057 1.000 -0.021 - 0.000 0.009
0.019 .07 -0.021 1.000 -0.408 ~0.436
0.020 .022 0.000 -0.408 1.000 -0.335
-0.078 .043 0.009 -0.436 ~0.335 1.000
MBB0OS53& MBBOS3F MBBOS3G MYBO1SA MYBO1ISB MYBOIS
-0.018 0.043 -0.017 0.064 0.010 0.03
0.082 0.073 0.052 0. 140 0.037 0.08
0.058 0.017 0.040 0.099 0.003 0.08
0.041 0.032 0.003 0.096 =0.002 0.05
0. 142 0.065 0.088 0.138 -0.008 0.15
0.153 0.078 0.104 0.136 0.020 0.13
0.008 0.084 -0.008 0.010 0.040 -0.05
-0.018 -0.057 -0.005 0.017 0.058 -0.08
0.073 0.157 0.018 -0.042 ~0.158 -0.13
-0.088 ~0.253 -0.0885 0.076 0.049 0.07
-0.149 0.114 -0.078 -0. 105 0.108 -0.22
SCHOPR1V SCHELITE READBOTH vOCBOTH MATHBOT
-0.012 0.007 0.083 0.096 0.087
-0.026 0.015 C. 104 0. 141 0. 145
0.026 0.014 0. 158 0.202 0.195
0.027 0.013 0.162 0. 180 0.183
0.017 0.024 0.208 0.224 0.285
-0.008 0.023 0.216 0.237 0.322
-0.051 -0.010 -0.065 -0.077 -0.096
-0.032 0.004 -0.082 -0.098 -0.112
~0.065 -0.0t6 0.074 0.113 0.113
0.210° 0.025 =0.048 -0.063 -0.027
-0.280 0.011 ~0.013 -0.049 -0.082

TABLE A.5. 4 (CONT'D)

STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED

IN THE REPORT:

PRIVATE . SENIORS

OTHPAR BBO378 BBOJ7C BBO47G 8B104C B8B104D BB104G BB1041 FATEXP
0.085 -0.046 -~0.056 0.046 1.000 0.385 0.4G3 0.381 0.090
0.112 -0.054 -0.050 0.056 0.3885 1.000 0.378 0.1301 0.136
0.122 -0.082 -0.070 0.075 0.463 0.378 1.000 0.423 0.167
0.110 -0.080 -0.075 0.094 0.381 0.401 0.423 1.000 0. 146
0.233 -0.i14 -0.139 0. 10t 0.090 0.136 Q. 167 0. 146 1.000
0.081 -0.055 -0.068 0.122 0.114 0. 137 0. 198 0. 156 0.711
-0.017 0.086 0.102 0.033 .052 =0.039 -0.049 0.062 -0.025
~0. 147 0.185 0.205 0.012 .023 -0.035 -0.0852 0.028 -0.071
~0.038 -0.019 -0.058 0.000 .063 0.084 0.062 0.0142 0.028
0.022 0.024 0.047" -0.012 .027 -0.108 -0.040 -0.021 0.013
0.039 -0.054 -0.0S5t 0.023 002 =-0.001 -0.036 0.009 -0.070
REGION4 RELCATH B8BO11C BBO11D ADVMTH HMWRK BBO16 BBOS9E
-0.048 0.127 0.019 0.040 0.076 0.046 -0.034 -0.003
0.020 0. 104 0.066 0.047 0. t48 0.116 -0.074 -0.020
0.009 0.083 0.087 0.077 0.182 0.108 -0.028 0.024
-0.042 0.068 0.045 0.085 0. 164 0.096 -0.109 0.002
0.034 0.001 0.138 0. 149 0.307 0.180 -0.052 -0.015
0.047 0.020 0. 185 0.17% 0.335% 0.188 -0.068 -0.021
0.178 0.113 -0.02t -0.034 -0.044 -0.011 0. 055 0.030
0.016 -0.112 0.004 -0.009 -0.024 0.0014 0.022 -0.027
-0.307 0.151 -0.064 0.010 0.225 0.065 0.0ttt -0.050
=0.236 -0.249 -0.075 0.018 -0.001 -0.08%1 -0.053 0.039
-0.252 0.195 0.054 -0.002 -0.149 -0.053 -0.03%9 -0.093
E  MYBO19F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE _ SCHCATH
9 0.097 -0.063 -0.013 0.060 =-0.059 0.004 0.067 0.011
6 - 0.139 -0.083 0.008 0.112 -0.083 -0.041 0.0418 0.025
7 0.149 -0.080 0.044 0. 156 ~0. 108 -0.074 0.038 -0.027
7 0. 106 ~-0.047 0.048 0.087 -0.080 -0.007 0.045 -0.029
4 0. 151 -0.072 0.093 0.290 ~0. 158 -0.238 -0.019 -0.020
3 0.125 -0.066 0.081 0.346 ~0.202 -0.263 -0.014 0.002
6 ~0. 166 0.035 0.049 -0.028 0.054 -0.025 0.007 0.052
1 -0. 118 0.055 -0.01% 0.028 -0.015 -0.021 -0.025 0.032
9 0.016 0.006 -0.083 0.122 ~0.172 0.068 0.238 0.066
S 0.052 -0. 109 0.044 0.011 0.085 -0.096 -0.289 -0.212
7 -0.014 -0. 100 ~0.234 -0.166 0.127 0.078 0.257 0.278
H TOTREAD TOTVOC TOTMATH EDPLANS BBO68A BBOGSB EBO68C EBOG8D
.0.086 0.081 0.090 0.076 0.079 0.062 0.068 0.037
0.128. 0.125 0.142 0.129 0.127 0. 100 o. 111 0.078
0.194 0.189 0. 188 0.178 0.172 0.169 0.173 0. 152
0.170 0.170 0.197 0.153 0.116 0.085 0.096 0.103
0.224 0.212 0.281 0.418 0.318 0.365 0.410 O.448
0.234 0.240 0.308 0.458 0.341 0.400 0.462 0.508
-0.096 -0.089 -0.103 0.037 0.003 -0.005 0.006 -0.005
-0.098 -0.086 -0. 111 0.057 0.010 0.037 0.051 0.053
0.084 0.156 0.117 0.045 0.077 0.066 0.026 0.017
-0.029 -0.082 -0.028 0.022 -0.003 0.009 0.037 0.010
-0.034 -0.070 -0.095 -0.095 -0.080 -0.085 -0.080 -0.070

£€9-v



o8BS

23
24
25
26
.27
28
29
30
31
32
33
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23
24
25
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08S

_NAME_

REGION4
RELCATH-
880O11C
BBO11D
ADVMTH
HMWRK
BBO 16
BBOS9E
MBBOS3E
MBBOS3F
MBBOS3G

MOTEXP

.047
.020
. 165
. 178
.335
. 188
.068
.021
. 163
.078
. 104

[sXeRoloRofofoNoReRoRol

MBBOS3E

0.180
-0.206
.037
.081
.323
.322
.020
.081
.000
.270
.758

|
CO-~0000QO0O0

SCHOPRI

0. 181
-0.705
-0.064
-0.034
-0.063

0. 114

0.09%

0. 156

0.222
-0.436
~0.044

R R vy

TABLE A.5.4 (CONT'D)

STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED

MEANS
88101 B8B0O42 BBO39 SiBS
0.054 0.133 0.142 -0.013 -
-0.090 -0.217 -0.157 0.201
0.082 0.122 0.1587 -0.023
0.106 0.122 0. 144 0.024
0.230 0.238 0.291 -0.061
0.135 0.260 0.216 -0.047
-0.027 -0.008 0.005 -0.006 -
0. 140 0.071 0.103 -0.047
0.189 0.296 0.298 -0.097
-0.010 -0.017 -0.034 0.066
0.121  0.205 0.184 -0.018
HISPAN BLACK REGIONY REGION2 R
0.178 0.0t6 -0.307 -0.236
0.113 -0.t12 0. 151 ~0.249
~-0.021 0.004 ~0.064 -0.075
-0.034 -0.009 0.010 0.019
~0.044 -0.024 0.225 -0.001
-0.0114 0.001 0.065 ~0.081
0.055 0.022 0.0t1 -0.053
0.030 -0.027 -0.050 0.038
0.008 -0.018 0.073 -0.088
0.084 -0.057 0.187 =0.283
-0.008 -0.005 0.018 ~-0.085
MBBOS3F MBBO53G MYBO19A MYBO19B
-0.047 0.173 0.095 0.020
. 0.354 -0.041 -0.027 0.128
0.033 0.048 0.044 -0.03t
0.055 0.086 0.088 0.027
0.1563 0.227 0.291 0.068
0.145 0.263 0.188 -0.004
-0.092 -0.052 -0. 127 -0.129
-0.119 -0.002 0.010 -0.174
0.270 0.759 0.487 0. 194
1.000 0.418 0.220 0.295
0.418 1.000 0.432 0.340
v SCHELITE READBOTH vVOCBOTH
-0.023 -0.027 ~-0.014
-0.052 -0.038 -0.029
0.008 0.225 0.291
0.031 0.252 0.245
0.059 0.395 0.447
0.062 0.219 0.265
0.002 ~0. 121 -0.08%5
0.006 -0.018 ~0.006
0.084 0.203 0.247
0.030 ‘0.093 0.133
0.063 0.097 0.133

BB103 BOTHPAR B8B0378 BBO3I7C BBO47G BB104C BB104D BB104G BB1O4l FAT
0.064 ~0.024 0.064 0.085 -0.014 -0.049 0.020 0.002 -0.042 o}
0.008 0.096 -0.070 -0.118 -0.045 0. 127 0.104 0.083 0.068 &)
0.053 0.056 -0.029 0.002 0.0589 0.019 0.066 0.087 0.045 0.
0.050 0.052 -0.074 -0.039 0.045 0.040 0.047 0.077 0.08% O
0.123 0.020 -0.094 -0.061 0.0568 0.076 0. 148 0.182 0. te4 o
0.116 0.001 -0.049 -0.012 0. 188 0.046 0.116 0. 108 0.096 0.
0.038 -0.062 0.027 0.054 -0.016 -0.034 -0.074 -0.028 -0.109 -0
0.047 -0.021 0.042 0.085 -0.073 -0.003 -0.020 0.024 0.002 -0
o.121 -0.032 -0.050 0.034 0.040 -0.018 0.082 0.058 0.041 -0
0.009 0.017 -0.009 -0.054 0.011 0.043 0.073 0.017 0.032 (&)
0.128 0.006 -0.029 0.031 0.027 -0.0t7 0.052 0.040 0.003 0
EGION3 REGION4 RELCATH B8BO11C B880O11D ADVMTH HMWRK BBOt6 BB0O59E
-0.252 .000 -0. 144 0.107 -0.034 -0.114 0.076 0.096 0. 133
0.185 ~0. 144 1.000 0.063 0.025 0.052 -0.0%8 -0.072 -0.119
0.054 0.107 0.063 1.000 0.408 0.269 0.198 0.003 0.023
-0.002 -0.034 0.028% 0.408 1.000 0.447 0.222 -0.082 -0.050
-0. 149 -0.114 0.052 0.269 0.447 1.000 0.304 -0.125 -0.008
-0.053 0.076 -0.058 0.198 0.222 0.304 1.000 -0.125 -0.117
-0.039 0.096 -0.072 0.003 =-0.082 -0.125 -0.12§ t.000 0.279
-0.083 0.133 ~0. 119 0.023 -0.050 -0.008 -0.117 0.279 1.000
-0. 149 0.190 ~-0.206 0.037 0.091 0.323 0.322 -0.020 0.08t1
0.114 -0.047 0.354 0.033 0.055 0.153 0.145 -0.092 -0.119
-0.078 0.173 ~0.041 0.048 0.086 0.227 0.263 -0.0%2 -0.002
MYBO1SE MYBO1SF MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCH
0.375 -0.066 0.246 0.349 0.029 0.007 -0.072 -0.287 -0
-0.352 -0. 160 -0.230 -0.385 -0.027 -0.016 0.067 0.476 o
0.071 0.032 -0.004 0.082 0.209 ~0.1356 ~0. 134 0.050 0.
0.051 0.069 =0.059 0.016 0.221 -0. 157 -0.120 0.023 0.
0. 113 0.163 -0.217 0.040 0. 468 -0.292 -0.309 0.058 0.
0.260 0.138 ~0.083 0.114 0.270 -0.235 ~0.092 -0.00% -0.
0.039 -0.036 0.195 0.148 -0.068 0.035 0.051  -0.066 -0.
0.118 0.040 0.109 0.293 0.004 0.030 ~0.06t -0.080 -0.
0.412 0.226 -0.206 0.215 0.316 -0.257 -0.138 -0.217 ~0.
~0.143 0.012 -0.461 -0.372 0.135 ~0.151 0.014 0.490 0.
0.2914 0.200 ~0.317 -Q.O!S 0.256 -0.212 -0. 11+ -0.089 0.
MATHBOTH TOTREAD ToTvac TOTMATH EDPLANS BBOG8A 880688 EBo68C
=0.015 -0.036 -0.024 ~0.001 0.030 0.012 0.006 0.021
=-0.038 ~0.074 -0.050 ~0.054 -0.063 -0.030 -0.0214 -0.051
0.268 0.253 0.318 0.276 0.262 0.177 0. 183 0.206
0.402 0.274 0.285 0.429 0.278 0.204 0.208 0.221
0.620 0.444 0.447 0.640 0.522 0.107 O. 424" 0.428
0.260 0.228 0.260 0.278 0.376 0.202 0.222 0.256
-0. 137 -0.1214 ~0.070 ~0. 140 ~-0.084 ~-0.032 -0.060 -0.065
-0.060 =0.003 ~-0.007 ~-0.060 -0.021 0.038 0.012 -0.014
0.234 0.226 0.249 0.260 0.282 0.242 0.226 0.219
0.10% 0.073 0.13% 0.087 0.09¢9 0.092 0.092 0.071%
0.134 0.104 0. 124 0.145 0.176 0.17% 0. 169 0.153

IN THE REPORT:

PRIVATE SENIORS

3
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.034
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.307
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.052
. 015
142
. 065
.088
CATH
. 178
.710
063
030
056
118
095
187
231
431
036
EBOGBL
0.016
~0.025
0. 196
0.190
0.381
0.251
-0.073
=0.048
0.153
Q.06
O.1t1
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TABLE A.5. 4 (CONT'D)

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION CUEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SENIORS 4
0BS _NAME_ BB 101 88042 B8B0O39 siss BB103 BOTHPAR BBO378 B8BO37C BB047G BB10O4C BBIO4D BB10OIG BB1041 FATEXP
34 MYBO 19A 0.1286 0.137 0.155 -0.048 0.089 0.017 0.010 0.050 0.005 0.064 0. 140 0.099 0.096 0.138
a5 MyBoi9s -0.078 -0.101 -0.112 -0.000 -0.077 0.013 0.078 0.077 -0.022 0.010 0.037 0.003 -0.002 -0.009
36 MYBOISE 0.245 0.313 0.337 -0.t116 0.137 0.024 -0.033 0.028 0.087 0.039 0.086 0.087 0.057 0.154
37 MYBO19F 0.213 0. 165 0.189 -0.084 O.138 0.081 -0.061 -0.024 0.069 0.097 0. 138 0. 149 0 106 0.151
38 MABSENT -0.067 -0.010 0.001 -0.013 -0.107 -0.079 -0.010 -0.018 0.015 -0.063 -0.083 -0.080 -0.047 -0.072
39 MCUTCLS 0. 186 0.253 0.288 -0.068 0.085 -0.025 -0.072 -0.002 0.013 -0.013 0.005 0.04: 0.045 0.083
40 ACADEM . 0.178 0.246 0.303 -0.058 0.118 0.010 -0.073 -0.052 0.054 0.060 0.112 0. 156 0.087 0.290
41 GENERAL -0.098 -0.189 -0.211 0.041 -0.083 0.027 0.044 0.039 -0.058 -0.059 -0.083 -0.108 -0.080 -0O.158
42 VOCATNL -0.146 -0.128 -0.192 0.043 -0.061 -0.036 0.045 0.024 -0.005 0.004 -0.04% -0.074 -0.007 -0.238
43 LGSIZE -0.056 -0.104 -0.112 0.081 -0.000 0.041 -0.028 -0.086 -0.041 0.067 0.048 0.038 0.045 -0.019
44 SCHCATH -0.093 -0.217 -0.186 0.178 -0.032 0.056 0.014 -0.048 -0.026 0.011 0.025 -0.027 -0.029 -0.020

Ve

08S MOTEXP HISPAN BLACK REGION! REGION2 REGION3 REGION4 RELCATH B8BO11C BBO11D ADVMTH HMWRK BBO16 DBBOSYE

34 0. 136 0.010 0.017 -0.042 0.076 -0.1085 0.098 -0.027 0.044 0.098 0.291 0.188 -0.127 0.010

3s 0.020 0.040 0.085%5 -0. 158 0.049 0. 108 0.020 0.129 -0.03t 0.027 0.065 -0.004 -0.129 -0.174

36 0.133 -0.056 -0.081 =0. 139 0.07% =0.227 0.375 -0.352 0.071 0.051 0. 113 0.260 0.039 0. 119

37 0.126 -0.t66 -0.115 0.016 0.052 -0.014 -0.066 -0. 160 0.032 0.069 0.163 0.138 -0.036 G.040

a8 -0.066 0.035 0.055 0.006 -0. 109 -0. 100 0.246 -0.230 =-0.004 -0.0%8 -0.2%7 -0.083 0.195 0.109

39 0.081 0.049 -0.015 -0.083 0.044 -0.234 0.349 ~0.385 0.082 0.016 0.040 0.114 0. t48 0.293

40 0.346 -0.028 0.025 0.122 0.0114 ~0.166 0.029 -0.027 0.209 0.221 0.468 0.270 -0.068 0.004

41 ~0.202 0.054 -0.015 ~0.172 0.055 0.127 0.007 -0.016 -0.135 -0.157 -0.292 -0.235% 0.035 0.030

42 -0.263 -0.025 -0.021 0.068 ~-0.096 0.078 ~0.072 0.067 -0.134 -0.120 -0.308 -0.092 0.051 -0.06¢%

43 -0.014 0.007 -0.025 0.238 -0.289 0.257 -0.287 0.476 0.050 0.023 0.058 -0.00% -0.066 -0.080

44 0.002 0.0852 0.032 0.066 -0.212 0.278 ~0.178 0.710 0.063 0.030 0.086 -0.118 -0.095 -0.187 -

0BS MBBOS3E MBBOS53F MBBOS3G MYBOISA MYBO1SB MYBOI9E MYBOI9F MABSENT MCUTCLS ACADEM GENERAL VOCATNL LGSIZE SCHCATH é\
%]

34 0.487 0.220 0.432 1.000 0.591 0.373 Q.266 ~-0.544 -0. 122 Q.262 -0. 136 -0.218 -0.292 0.103

35 0. 194 0.285 0.340 0.591 1.000 0.081 0.041 -0.448 -0.9599 0.040 0.004 -0.074 -~0.224 0.313

36 0.412 -0. 143 0.291 0.373 0.081 1.000 0.420 0.051 0.329 0. 158 ~0.069 -0.165 -0.597 -0.361

37 0.226 0.012 0.200 0.266 0.041 0.420 1.000 ~0.221 -0.003 0. 152 -0.095 -0.109 -0.141 -0.084

38 -0.206 -0.461 -0.317 -0.544 -0.448 0.051 -0.221 1.000 0.524 -0.169 0.123 0.072 -+0.254 -0.418

39 0.218 -0.372 ~0.013 ~0. 122 -0.599 0.329 -0.003 0.524 1.000 0.096 -0.040 ~0.093 -0.265 -0.56%

40 0.316 0.1358 0.256 0.262 0.040 0. 158 0.152 -0. 169 0.096 1.000 -0.774 -0.468 -0.009 -0.012

41 -0.257 -0. 151 -0.212 -0. 136 0.004 -0.069 -0.09% 0.123 -0.040 -0.774 1.000 -0.160 -0.083 -~0.005

42 ~-0. 138 0.014 -0. 111 -0.218 -0.074 -0.165 ~0.108 0.072 ~-0.099 -0.468 -0.160 1.000 0. 168 0.027

43 -0.217 0.490 -0.089 -0.292 =0.224 ~-0.597 ~-0. 141 -0.2654 -0.265 -0.008 -0.093 0.168 1.000 0.471

44 -0.231% 0.431 0.036 0.103 0.313 -0.361 -0.084 -0.418 ~0.565 =0.012 -0.005 0.027 0.4714 1.000

oBs SCHOPRIV SCHELITE READBOTH VOCBOTH MATHBOTH TOTREAD T0TvOoC TOTMATH EDPLANS BBO68A BBOGOB EBO68C £EBG68D

34 -0. 111 0.071 0. 117 0.165 0. 145 0. 111 0.155 0.155 0.232 0.212 0.208 0.193 0. 142
35 -0.317 0.032 -0.026 -0.036 -0.045 =0.048 -0.067 -0.047 0.009 0.025 0.022 0.010 ~0.001%
36 0.357 0.040 0.079 0.143 0.089 0.107 0.135 0. 113 0.208 0. 165 0.159 0. 149 0.115
37 0.085 -0.008 0.130 0. 196 0.172 0.157 0.173 0. 171 0. 171 0.211 0.214 0.157 0. 135
38 0.422 -0.018 -0. 107 -0.147 -0. 117 -0. 102 -0.133 -0.108 -0.098 -0. 149 -0.149 | -0. 131 -0. 104
39 0.565 0.012 0.062 0.086 0.099 0.081 0.102 0.118 0.136 0.072 0.067 0.09% 0.082
40 0.008 0.038 0.312 0.331 0.403 0.327 0.343 0.405 0.465 0.353 0.384 0.4086 0.388
41 0.008 -0.027 -0..205 ~-0.242 -0.2585 -0.217 -0.256 -0.269 -0.284 -0.222 -0.210 -0.252 -0.236
42 -0.025 -0.017 -0.172 -0. 166 -0.243 ~0. 176 -0.168 -0.236 -0.328 -0.229 -0.256 . -0.279 -0.281
43 -0.469 -0.026 0.045 0.049 0.027 0.022 0.052 0.013 ~0.062 -0.00G 0. 001 ~0.015 -0.011

44 -0.993 -0.078 ~0.084 -0.0587 -0.079 -0.126 -0.073 -0. 103 -0.073 0.000 0.017 -0.010 0.008
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TABLE A.5.% (CONT'D)

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF VARIABLES USED IN THE REPORT: PRIVATE SENIORS
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APPENDIX B

ITEMS FROM THE STUDENT AND SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRES
USED IN THE ANALYSIS




B.1 Coding procedures used in this report

In general, values used in the analysis are the same as given
in the HIGH SCHOOL BEYOND Codebook. Exceptions are described below. and
should be read in conjunction with section B.2 of this appendix.

Missing values: In appendix B.2, an asterisk (*) has been placed

beside those response categories which were set to missing in the analysis.
For example, in BB039 (Father's education), the responses "Do not live with
Father" and "Don't know'" have been set to missing.

Collapsed categories: Response categories that were collapsed

in the analysis have been bracketed in the variable listing in Appendix B.2.

Variable reconstruction: The values on a limited number of variables

were reconstructed:

Coursework taken: For seniors, EBO4A-—K recoded such that None=0,
1/2 vear = 1, ..... More than 3 vears = 7. For sophomores, items YBOO6A—K
and items YBOO9A—K were combined to match the senior coding.

Advanced mathematics courses: EBO0SA-G responses were recoded
wusle 17uave taken, O=have not taken. Responses tuen sumwmed across items.

Honors English and Honors Mathematics: BBO11C and BBO11D recoded
where l=Yes, O=No.

Homework: BBOl5 recoded to estimate actual hours. No homework
assigned or no homework done = 0; Less than one hour a week = .5; Between
1 and 3 hours a week = 2; More than 3 hours, less than 5 = 4, Between
5 and 10 hours = 7.5; and More than 10 hours a week = 12.5.

Two™ Parent Household: Using BBO36B-E variable was constructed
such that if respondent lived either with own mother or female guardian
and with either father or male guardian, then respondent was considered
to be living in two parent household and response value = 1. Otherwise,
response value = Q.

Mother's and Father's expectations: Items BBOSOA and BBOSOB
were used to construct this variable.. If response was ''go to college”
variable was coded 1, otherwise it was coded 0.

‘ Cutting class: BBOSY9E was recoded where True = 1, otherwise
coded as 0.



Race: Coded black (1) if response to BB089 equals black (1)
and response to BB090 is not equal to one of Hispanic or Spanish categories.

Ethnicity: Ethnicity is considered Hispanic (1) if response to
BB090 is one of the Hispanic or Spanish categories.

Siblings: Items BBO96A-E are used to construct sibling variable.
Responses are first recoded to None=0, One=l, Two=2, Three=3, Four=4, and Five

or more=5. Then these adjusted response values are summed over all items,

Household possessions: BBl04C-I are recnded where Have=l,

Otherwise=0,

R

.
g.
|
|
.
.
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B.2 Items from the Student Questionnaire

EB004A~--K

4. Starting with the beginning of the tenth grade and through the end of this school year how
QO much course work will you have taken in each of the following subjects?

Count only courses that meet at least three times {(or three periods) a week. (MARK ONE

OVAL FOR EACH LINE) ’;}:;f:
' 172 1 112 2 212 3 3
None  year  yvear  years  years  years  vears  years
a. Mathematies .............. o..... Ol Q... O...... (@ W Q... ... ..
b. English or literature ...... O..... O..... O..... ¢ O...... O..... O..... o..... ..
e. French ............cc..... O..... O..... O.....! Q...... O...... O..... O.....0..
d. German ...........oo..... O..... O..... @ NN @ N O...... O..... ..., ..
e. Spanish.......ocovvnvinnn, O..... O..... O.....! O...... O...... Q... O..... ..
f. History or social studies ...O..... O..... O. ... O...... O...... ... O..... ..
g Science ......ciiiiiinnn.. O..... O..... C.lll O...... Q...... O..... O..... ..
h. Business. office. orsales ...O..... O..... O..... ¢ @ R (@ T O..... O, O..
i. Tradeandindustry ........ Q... O..... O..... ¢ O...... ..., O..... O..... ..
j.  Technical courses ......... O..... O..... O..... O...... Q. O O..... Q..
k. Other vocational courses ...O..... O..... Q... O...... O Q... O ..
YB0O6A~--K

6. During the tenth grade, including all of this scl:gool year, how much course work will you have
O taken in cach of the following subjects? Count only courses that meet at least three times (or
three periods) a week. (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

12 1 More than
None year year 1 year

a. Mathematies .......... Q..... Q... (N O.....
b. English or literature ..Q..... O..... Q..... Q...
c. French ....ovvvnven.. Q..... Q... Q..... ...
d. German .............. Q..... Q... O..... O.....
e. Spanish ............... Q..... ... Q... Q...
f. History or social

studies ......ovnenn.. Q..... O..... Q..... [
g. Science ............... Q..... O..... Ol O
h. Business. office. or

sales ..iiiiiiiiienn, Q....O..... Q... Q...
i. Tradeand industry ....Q..... O..... O, ...
j.  Technical courses ..... Q..... ..., O..... O.....
k. Other vocationai ‘ _

COUTSES ..vrvenvnnsns Q... O O..... ...,

* First two letters in variable identification refer to grade of respondents;
"EB" refers to seniors (elder), "YB" refers to sophomores (younger), and "BB"
refers to items asked both of
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1B009A--K

L 9. During the 11th and 12th grades, how much course work do you plan to take in each of the
QO following subjects? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

%
More Don't
v2 1 112 2 than Kxnow
:\'_o_\:a:_ Yyear year years rears 2 vears vet
a. Mathematics .......... Q... Q... ...l (> W O..... O..... Q...
b. Enzlish or literature ..O..... O..... 4 O...... ..., O..... O..... O......
¢. French ..cvvivin.... Q... ..., O...... C..... O..... O..... Q...
d. German .............. C..... [ NUUIY a» R e SN ... O..... QO......
e. Spamish ....cocvvnnnn. O..... O..... . O Q... @ F ... ..
f. History or social
studies .............. O, O..... O...... O O..... o..... O
g Science ............... O o..... & DI o YT O..... o I O......
h. Business, office. or
sales ................ O..... O. ... ... ([« WU [ T O..... [« N
i. Trade and industry ....C..... O..... Ol O O..... O..... o XN
| j.  Technical courses ..... o..... 0. O...... Ol O..... O e N
k. Cther vocational
COUrSaS ...covveennn. > N > Y f e AR ' YRR Q... O... .. Ot

EBOOSA—~G

5. Which of the following courses have you taken. counting the courses vou are taking this
semester? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE) '

Yes. N, have

have taken not_taken
a. First-vearalgebra ......... O......... O....
b. Second-vear aigebra ....... O......... Q...
e GeOmnelry .....oeeeeeennn.. (& ...,
d. Trigonometry ............. O........ O,
e. Caleulus ....... e, O...uunee. O....
f. Physies ...oevveniininnn... O.unnn. o....
g. Chemistry ................ Lo O....

BBO1l

13. Have you ever been in any of the following kinds of courses or programs in high school?
O (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

a. Remediai Engiish .sometimes called basic or essential!) ........covvviviiiiiinnnn.. < .O..
b. Pemedial Mathematics tsometimes called basic or essertial) ...oovvvniniinn... CcC.Q..
¢.  Advanced or honors Hrogram in Engiish .o.ovvnvininiiiiir i aans O.QO..
4. Advanced or honors program in Mathematics .......cooiviiiiiiiiiiniiin teiinn Cc.C.



http:sometirr.es
http:C'rl.-\.RK
http:First-yP.ar
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BO15

15. Approximately what is the average amount of time S'ou spend on homework a week?
(MARK ONE)

No homework is ever assigned ............cocovvnnun...
I have homework, but I don'tdoit ........oevvvnennns...
Lessthanl houraweek .........cvevviivnennnniencnnns
Betweenland 3 hoursaweek .......ovvievninennnnenn.
More than 3 hours, less than 5 hours a week .............
BetweenSand 10 hoursaweek ........evvevevonneensn.
Morethan 10 hoursaweek .....ocvvvnvnrernernnncnnnnss

0000000

B016

17. Between the beginning of school last fall and Christmas vaeation, about how many days were
O you ahsent from school for any reason, not counting illness? (MARK ONE)

NOM o niiieieiierinnsoneenncssanensassasnaneaonnss

10r2days ovverrvnreeinrconnetoscossossatocascasaanss
BOr 4 dayS vveeeenncnecnannrnettcesoaronrtannentenans
D0 10days covvviieiiiiieiirietianncinretiaerearonsons
118015 daYS vvierrineaconsreoneenarsoncascesonanncans
168020 daYS ..vvvvvnnreerrnnrssotsosoasesrorsacnrnsnes
2] 0P INOT@ ..eveevieivennecoseassancssosansassasaanessd

0000

000

B017

18. Between the beginning of school last fall and Christmas vacation, about how many days were
O you late to school? (MARK ONE)

NN titriitireteeenererenesncaceenessesanesnsesnnanes

1O 2 daYS tvvvviirirernerrerireronacrontacsnraennnnens
LR O L R
51010 daYS .ovviireiinrrnietanrieneaiettannnaonrenaans
111015 day5 tuunrrneenrvinnnensnanceneonncncensenannas
168020 daYS vuvirenninieennreeeesnoncrennennsrennssaees
2] O MNOPR .ceiiiennnnnacccacsescesonsessasacnnanna

00000

00

019A--F

19. To what extent are the following disciplinary matters problems in your school? (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Often Sometimes Rarely or
happens rappens never nappens

Students don't attend
Students cut classes, even
if they attend school ............
Students talk back to
teachers .......ccccceennerannen
Students refuse to obey

o
instructions .......cciiiiiinnn . Ol OO
o
o

Students get in fights
with'eachother ................
Students attack or threaten
to attack teachers ..............



I,

YB020A--E

20. Listed below are certain rules which some schools have. Please mark those which are enforced
in your school. (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

School grounds closed to students at lunch

time ........ ceneneee e ereentereenrae e ererar e o
Students responsible to the school for
property damage ......covierneiiirienensn Ceerrshseens o
Hall passes required ..........covevennnnns Ceenrerenennen o
“No smoking” rules ........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii o
Rules about student dress ........covviveiinennaieniennns o
BBO13 _
22. Did you do any work for pay last week, not counting work around the house? (MARK ONE)
Yes covvviinnnnnnn. O
No ..oovvvnvnnnnn. o

T A e

BB032B--G, J, L--0 and YBO34L

34. Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of school this
vear? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Have Have
not participated
panticipated activeily
a. Athletic seams - in or
outof Sehool ...ooiuiiiiiiii i Orvennd Ovviennn
b. Cheer leaders, pep club,
TMAJOPBLILS ..'vvvvenrnrennnerrnrenenerans o T (> YN
¢. Debatingordrama .........c.cociviininnn. @ U O
d. Bandororcnestra ...........c.ceeviinnen.n @ U O
e. Chorusordance .......coovivvinennnennnn.. [ TS et
f. Hobby clubs such as photography.

model building, hot rod. electronics,

erafts .oiiiiiiiannn e eereitreeaaneaes e U Oeennn
g. School subject-matter clubs, such as

science. history. language, business.

h. Vocational education clubs. such as
Future Homemakers. Teachers.
Farmers of America. DECA.

FBLA.or VICA ..o Coeennen > PR
i.  Youth organizations in the community.

such as Scouts, Y.ete. ................ I o YR O
j. Church activities, including

YOULR QFOUDS .evvvrnieninnne cnnvnninnnns Oevvennnnn O ovevennnn
k. Junior Achievement ....................... Oevvvennnn oo WD
L Coopelub ..oviiinniiii v Vo PIU
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B032A--0%

32. Have you participated in any of the following types of activities either in or out of school this
year? (MAKE ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Have
participated Have
Have actively (but participated
not not as a leader as a leader
participated or officer) or officer

a.  Varsity athleticteams ........ocevvveeeeeen Oivinvinnnnn .. O Ol
b. Other athletic teams - in or
outof school v.ovvvvernniireniierniienneeeeenOniiiienn e O ©,
¢. Cheer leaders. pep club,
MAJOretteS ..ovvvenevrerencrnerincrensnssseiiiiiniin i, O .

d. Debatingordrama ......ovvvvieeivieninen e Oviiiiiicc O . O
e. Bandororchestra .......eceeeeeeeeenieeeihiinvnnnnn . OL. o
f. Chorusordance .......oevvvvvivrirneeeenn. Onnvnivnnnn .. O o
¢. Hobby clubs such as photography,

model building, hot rod, electronics,
h. Honorary clubs, such as Beta Club or

National Honor Society ....coovvveeeeeeen i e en v e s O
i.  School newspaper, magazine. yearbook.

annual ....oiiiiiiiiiriiiiiiiiiiiere e e i DD e D
j. School subject-matter clubs, such as

science, history. language. business,

.1 o S P o SR b SR a FE
k. Student council, student government, _

politicalelub .....coooiiiiiiiiiiii et e Ot O O
. Vocational education clubs, such as

Future Homemakers, Teachers.

Farmers of America, DECA,

FBLA,or VICA .iiiiiiviiiiiieieneee e O e e O i
m. Youth organizations in the community,

o

suchas Scouts, Y. ete. vveeeeereeernenere O eiiiiee e O O
o
o

0

n. Churech activities, including youth
o. Junior Achievement ........ccevvvrveee i Ol

BB036A~-K

36. Which of the following people live in the same household with you? (MARK ALL THAT
O APPLY)

a. Ilivealone .......... e, R e O
b. Father............... e e O
¢. Other male guardian

istep-father or foster father) .............
d. Mother ........... s e ereeeean Ceereaeas O
e. Other female guardian

{step-mother or foster mother) ..... .
f. Brotherts) and/or sister(s)

tincluding step-or half-y ............... Cereaanad (]
g. Grandparents) ............. et -]
h. My husband/wife ......... e, N e
i. My child or my children ......... e <
J. Other relativets) tchildren or adults) ..... N )
k. Non-relative(si(childrenoradults; .................. @)
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BB037 A--C

37. Did your mother (stepmother or female guardian) usually work during the following periods
your life? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

of

[
Did not Worked Worked Ones not
work part-ume fuil-ime Don't tnow 1poiy
a.  When you were in high school .......... Ol O Ot ... O
b. When you were in elementary school ...QO.......... Qv (@ T 1 T -
¢. Before you went to elementary school ... O.......... (e Ol O )

BB039

39. What was the highest level of education your father (stepfather or male guardian) completed?

O (MARK ONE)

Do not live with father (stepfatheror male guardian) .......cooviieiruiintiieiiiniiiinennnns. O #
Less than high school graduation .........c.coiiiieiiiiiiii it iii i, ()
High school graduation only .......oiiuiiiiiiiiiii it ia i iieit i caiaenianans @)
Vocational. trade. or business Lessthantwoyears ............cccveiieivvnnnnn.., )
school after high school Two years 0P MOre ......oovveenenioninrnnennnnenns O
Less than two yearsof college ...................... o
Two or more vears of college
{including two-vear degree) ..................... O
Collegeprogram .................... Finished college (four- or five-vear degree) ......... O
Master's degreeorequivalent ...................... ()
Ph.D.. M.D.. or other advanced’
professional degree .................ciiiiinn.. o
Don'tknow ...... e e e e ee e et e et ae et O =

BBO42

42. What was the highest level of education your mother (stepmother or female guardian)
O completed? (MARK ONE)

[RESPONSE CATEGORIES AS SAME AS BBO39]

BB04 TG
47. How often do vou spend time on the following activities outside of school? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH ‘LINE)

Rarely Less than Once or Every day
or ance 3 TNice 2 ar almost
never veex ~eek Hery. Jav

g. Talking with vour mother or father
about personal experiences .......... L IO e T O o> TN
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BBO46A--C

46. Are the following statements about your parents true or false? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR
each line)

*
Does
not
True alse apply

a. My mother (stepmother or female guardian) keeps close
track of how well I am doing inschool .....................Q.....O
b. My father (stepfather or male guardian) keeps close
track of how well I am doing inschool ........cevveeere.........O.....O. ...
¢. My parents (or gusrdians) almost always know where
Iamand whatI'mdoing ....cooevvvviiiniiniiinnnnnn......0....0O o

BB04S8
48. During week days about how many hours per day do you watch TV? (MARK ONE)

0

Don't watch TV duringweek ....ooviierinivinnernnn.. !
Lessthan Ll hour ........coiiiiiiiiiiiinerinnrnnnnnnnns
1 houror more, lessthan2 ............c.......
2 hoursormore.lessthan3 ...........cooivviiieen...
3hoursor more,lessthand ..........ccoviiiiinninnnnn.
4 hoursormore.lessthand .........oceiiiiviiiiinnnns,
D OF MMOTE . iiiveieneronrsounasnnsoroconncsonnanasnnnas

000

000

BBO050A~-E
50. What do the following people think vou ought to do after high school? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE) Enter a
rade
school
Get 2 or an Eater Thev 1 Does
Go to  full-time appren- military  dont don't not
college iob ticeship  service care know apply
a. Your father ...............0.....0O.....0O.....0..... C.....0.....0O...
b. Yourmother ..............00.....0.....0O.....L...... (@ PRSI @ JPTN « P
¢. A guidance counselor ......0.....0.....0..... 0O.....Q ....0.....C...
d. Teachers ...........c...... O....0...0.....0...... OO O
' e. Friends or relatives
about vourownage ......0.....0O.....0O.....0.....0C.....0.....0..
BBOS3E--H
53. Please rate your school on each of the following aspects. (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH
LINE) *
Don't
e. Teacher interestinstudents ............. LOLLO. . O....0....0..
i. Effective discipline .......ccovvvieniniann. OOl Q... O g
2. Fairness of discipline .......... R, O 0.0 ... .

R Scnool sPIFit ..uvivierenieiiiiieie e OO L0...... ..., O..
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BBOS8A--L
| 58. How do you feel about each of the following statements? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH .
LINE) .
x
Agree Disagree Yo
strongly Agree  Disagree strongly  opinion
a. I take a positive attitude toward
myself ...ttt naa O..... Q..... Q...... O..... Q...
b. Good luck is more important than
hard work forsuccess ............... O..... O..... Q...... O..... Q...
c. I feel I am a person of worth.
on an equal plane with others ........ Q.....  ..... Q... O..... ...
d. [ am able to do things as well
as most other people ........cvvven... O, Q... Q...... O..... ...
e. Everv time I try to get ahead.
something or somebody stops me ..... O..... O..... O...... Q... ...
f. Planning only makes a person
unhappy. since plans hardly
ever work out anyway ............... O..... ..., O...... (o T ...
g. People who accept their condition
b in life are happier than :hose
who try 1o change things ............ ... ... Q..... O ...
h. On the whole, I am satisfied
§§ withmyself ....ovivernniinrnnnanann. O..... ... ...l ... C....
‘ i.  What happens to me is my
g OWNdOINE ovirniiniiiiieeiiinnss O..... O..... O..... O..... Sl
' jo At times I think I am no
goodatall ....c.ovviiniiiiiiinininn. O..... Q... ...l o JU O....
k. When [ make plans. [ am aimost
certain | can make them work ....... O..... O, Ol O ..., 0.,
. I feei I do not have much to , '
beproudof ........iiieiiiiiiiinaan O..... Q..... ... O..... [ I
BBOS9A~-F
539. Are the following statements about vour experiences in school true or false? (MARK ONE
OVAL FOR EACH LINE)
True  False
a. I am satisiied with the way my education is going ...............] O o...
b. I have had disciplinary problems in scheol during the last year ... O...... Q..
c. Taminterested inschonl ....'.veeiiierinieriierieenneinnienn.! ... )
: d. I have been suspended or put on probation inschcol .............! O... ... Q...
e. LEverronceinawhilelcutaclass ...........cciiiiiia il Ol Q..
f. 1don't feel safe aT thiSSCROOL .....vvvunereeinnneerinnn veiinnss! <... .. <.
BBO61E
67. 2{‘3 éhe following statements about yourself true or false? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH
NE) :
True Fase

e. Iliketo work hardinschool .. .......... e O Q...
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B0O65 |

69. As things stand now, how far in school do you think you will get? (MARK ONE)
o

Less than high school graduation .............. . PP
High school graduationonly ..........cccvvenvnnen et erataeereararaeaeeearnes teerrreaas O
Vocational, trade, or business {Lessthantwoyears e ereeearneenerenens Ceereenanas ()

school after high school Twoyearsormore ............. Ceeirreaes . )

Less than two yearsof college ..........ccovveee.....O
Two or more years of college

(including two-year degree) .........veevieennenns O
College program ...... eeeseensaare.. & Finish college (four- or five-year degree) ......... e
Master’s degreeor equivalent .........ccovivirnennn, O

Ph.D., M.D., or other advanced
professional degree ...........cviviiiieinnn.... QO

BO72A & B, BBO68A & B

72. Did you expect to go to college when you were in the following grades? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

¥ ¥
Was  Hadn't
When you were . . . not  thought
S Yes No sure about it
a. Intheéthgrade? ....O.....O.....O.....O..
b. IntheTthgrade? ....O.....O.... O.... . O.
.¢. Inthe8thgrade? ....O.....O..... OO .....
d. Inthe9th grade? ... O, .. ..O O O

BB068A & B, EBO6SC & D

68. Did you expect to go to college when you were in the following grades? (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

* ¥*
When you were . . . ‘;’:f t}hl::;htt
Y. No sure about it

In the 8th grade? ......QO.....O....
In the 9th grade? ......QO.....O.....
In the 10th grade? .....O......O
In the 11th grade? .....O......O

pe e

BO73

738. 1If you plan to work full time after high school, do you have a definite job lined up for you after

you leave high school? (MARK ONE)

Yes, I'll continue in ajob I now have .......... . O]
Yes, T haveanew joblinedup ............... Cerreneeanes &
No, bt I've inquired at employment agencies
or potential employers, looked in- the
NeWSPAPersS, €1C. .. ivuii it iiiiiiietattitniritensaeaan O
No, I haven't done anything yet to get a Job .............. o
Do not plan to work full time after *
high school .. ... cerene eereeneeana, Crebeeeare e ranaead O
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Background information . . .

BBN83
83. Sex:
{MARK ONE)
Male ..coenevnnnn o
Female .......... Q
BBO87A-=G

é Do you have any of the following conditions? (MARK ALL THAT APPLY)

a. Specific learning disability ......cvvvieiiirnerenns (@)
b. Visual handicap ....vvvreerrierrirennienncennnsenes o
c. Hardofhearing .......covvivennienieraniennenennns Qo
d. Deafness .......cciiiiiiiiinrenieennennnerennennns -
e. Speechdisability ......cvvvivvrirrireiinienecnnnns )
£. Orthopedic handicap ......ccocvuieieeiierinearennen )
g. Other health impairment ...........c.ovvvvvennennn o

BBO88

88. Do you feel that you have a physical condition that limits the kind or amount of work you can do
on a2 job. or affects your chances for more education? (MARK ONE)

NOTE: The following fcur questions pertain to fundameital freedoms of expression. These and other
questions will provide helpful information for the interpretation of survey results. If you have any
reservations about answering questions 91, 92, 93 and 94, please remember that you may leave them

unanswered.
BBO91

91. What is vour religious background? (MARK ONE)
Baptist ... ..ttt o
Methodist .. .ovviiiniiirirreeenreensnnrennssncenonnnn o
14T o RN =)
Presbyterian .......oovviviniiiiiiienie e, (-]
Episcopalian ... ...ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiii i, o
Other Protestant denomination .........vvveenernernennas -]
Catholie ........oovviiiiiiniiii e, Qi
OtherChristian .........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnen,. =
BT, L C
Other religion ....covvveiiineieenlininnnrnnennns P o
None
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BB0O89

Sé What is your race? (MARK ONE)

L4 17
American Indian or Alaskan Native .........oovuvunn...
Asian or Pacific Islander

DR N N N N Y Y]

00000

1014 T R

EY

BB090

91. What is your origin or descent? (If more than one, please mark below the one you consider the
C most important part of your background.) (MARK ONE)

HISPANIC OR SPANTISH:

Mexican, Mexican-American, ChiCan0 ......vvieieeriseresreeinenearsasnesssosansaenososnss
Cuban, Cubamo .. .ciiiiiriiiiiititeinentnteereeressnsassianeoseansosssenansasesananrarses
Puerto Rican, Puertorriqueno oF BoriCta .......cccvevervnrseeierssonneeesssnosonsnnsasennns
Other Latin American, Latino, Hispanic, or Spanishdescent ..........ccvieieeniecacnrcennnns

0000

NON-HISPANIC:

African:
A0 A MO A ..t iiieriinietneanosecesoacenassesassossnessssancossssnsstaonoasossansanss
West Indian or Carribean ......ooiiieiiiiinncnierareceecntencssssnsoseonsssonssnssoananns
AlaSKaN NabIVE . ..e.eiinriierniiereearnecresscecnssssnssassssnsacasnsssavasssnsssnannsenss
American Indian ... ..ottt ittt tetateresarreesteserarerencnnenne
Asian or Pacific Islander:
I DENIO ottt iiiriiiteenieenereesoenntonsesnassnsessossesesarcoesnansmensossennsnnsaseenes
Indian, Pakistani or other South ASian ......ccveiiiiiiiiiieniteeerrecrencossacenscsaccans

B T T

) T O P
VO TIITIEER v vvveeeeeveeencanionsocsooosannnseaesesesnssescnsessenassssnsssaosonssasssss
Other Pacific Islander .......ooviuiiiirennrineieereossenressosestocscncaassssssacsossnne
104,73 - X3 7. ¥ - L

European:
Englishor Welsh ....covniniiiiiiiiiiiiiitieiiiieienentoirecnersensusnssssensonsassoneans
03 T PP
G OTTTIAN o it iieneeieeonssecsnsenuanssssnnnnssenssensssennesnsesesesnssacssesendfeseanees
€+ TR
POt U TSR i v it eiiet it rieeeteenrtateenn ittt e s e ateenesbaaebasaeereareean

(o714 R ORI

1014,13 R ORI Y o+ TV PRI
Canadian (Fremeh) . .iuiiiiiiiiietieiietiieriesetteesesecserassosasnessasossnansaseenansen
Canadian (O] . iinteviiiii ettt isiteeenrennsreensassenessncessssnasenssosasnsnnceannns
URITed StaLeS 0Ny .. oivt ittt itireriiieesnsraseasoncestontesosssonoonsonsoannsanscannsans

0 00000000000000 00000000 0000

Other (WRITE 1) :
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BBO9S

96. Did anyone at home read to you when vou ere young before you started schooi? (MARK ONE)

N ST o
Less than once 2 MOMLA ...uvveerrneenneeeonennsennenns. @
One to fOUr tiMeS 2 MONLR «eevvrneeeeennnreereensnneees &
Several times a Week ........oeevneinnncenernerennenees! )
Every day P o
DOt FOMEIMIBEL o euennnernennereesenresnnnsennneese D

BBO96A~~E

97. How many brothers and sisters do you have in each of the age groups below? Please include
step-brothers and step-sisters if they live. or have lived, in your home. (MARK ONE OVAL
FOR EACH LINE)

How many brothers and sisters ’

Fivi
do you have who are . .. ;\'o_n: 9_!_1: ;I'_\:'g_ Three Four  or :';:re

a. Three or more years older

than ¥0U ... vvriireeerncinenenes o..... Q..... O...... Q... oo JUN ...
b. 1-2yearsoider ....................O..... Q... ... ... O ..,
¢ Sameageasyou ................... O, O..... ...l O Q.0
d. 1-2yearsyounger ................. Oﬁ ..... O..... Q...... O O ...,
e, Three or more years younger ....... ... Q... I [ WU Q... O....

BB100 — -

39. American families are divided below inte three equal groups according to how much money the
family makes in a year. Mark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of money
your fainily makes in a year. (MARK ONE)

1,3 of American families make: §11,999 or less ........... )
1/3 of American families make: 312,000 to 319.999 ....... O
1/3 of American families make: $20.000 or more ......... o)

38101

100. This time families are divided into seven groups according to how much money they make in a
QO year. Mark the oval for the group which comes closest to the amount of money your family
makes in 2 vear. (MARK ONE)

36.090 0T 188 ... .. e e <
370000311999 ... e -
312,000 1038135.999 ...t e o)
$16.00010319.999 ... it e @)
320,000 10 324.999 ... .. )
325000 10337999 ..ot e e )

338,000 0F M0 e ...ttt e e o
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BB103

102. How many rooms are there in your home? Count only the rooms your family lives in. Count
the kitchen (if separate) but not bathrooms. (MARK ONE)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 or more
O O - O O @) O O ) O
BB104A--1
108. Which of the following do you have in your home? (MARK ONE OVAL FOR EACH LINE)

Have Do not have

a. A specific place for study ........ OO
b. Adailynewspaper ................00 . ......O.....
¢. Encyclopedia or other

referencebooks .................00 .........O.....
d. Typewriter ........ RPN N b TN g PN
e. Eleetricdishwasher ...............0O.........O...
f. Two or more cars or trucks

thatrun ...... R b RN o RN
g. Morethan30books .................O0 vttt . Ol
h. Aroomofyourown ............. NV e R TTTTIN g FII
i. Pocketcaleulator ................... SN e I

BB115

112. Do you plan to go to college at some time in the future? (MARK ONE)

Yes, right after high school ....... O
[ Yes, after staying out one year ...,...... et o
Yes, after a longer period out of

school ... e O
Don'tknow .............. e e e O
O

NOo i
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B.3. Items from the School Questionnaire
SB0OO2
2. As of October 1, 1980 (or the nearest date for which data are available),

what was the total membership of your high school, and what were the
zmemberships in grades 10 and 12? (IF NONE, WRITZ "“0")

Total high school .
wmembership Grade 10 Grade 12

a) (® ©)

R T e A B S R
& e

$B018

|

% 18. Please indicate whether each of the following courses are taught ian your
L school as separate courses. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

|

Yes No
“ secaud‘ygat ‘lgﬁbta 8000068 T 90BN I OO DPEESOSIDOES 1 2
b. Ar: LRI O O O I BB B R BN BE BN AR N BK B BN Y NX BY BN RE B BN N AN BN RN BY BN N N NN W NN B BN B B N B BN ) 3 a

[ems
I

Ce Au:o MchmiCS 00 OB CPNEORERIECE VOB PETOAIIBLEOOS

de Calculud .cececceccrcscsssssnncssccacnsoncansesacne 3 4
€. ChemiSLIY cccescccsvssncccsasaccacacasocnssoasscanas 1 2
£. Drama cereceeesetitictitittitisensititctssittenans 3 4
g. Driver £raining .cccccccecesvcccccccsosconasccconse 1 2
N. ECONOMiCS ccevvscsvsccossosacsosesvsoacascvssaccsanns 3 4
i. Ethnic Studies or Black Studies ....ciceecccccsans 1 2
jo Family Life or Sex Educatiol cceccsceccccscaccccces 3 4
Ke GROMELTY ccvsvccscrsassvecesctsoscsosesosssassssses 1 2
1. Third-year Spanish ccccceccccsssccccscceccssonanns 3 &

- mird-yen Gemn 6860900000086 DPOPOCECO0NTSSSOOCOEST

Q. Third=year FIERCH «eeeececrescescocencasnsnccsoanns 3 4
0. Home EcOonOmMiCS ceeeccscsccssssscstssssccssascscacans 1 2
p. Physies ...................;;.........‘........... 3 4
Qe PSYchOlOgY svcrcecccaccccocscscaccsssecascssscanns i 2
T. Russiam ..oceviceiiicciacccaciciontcaittatostiaenns 3 4
8. TTIZONOWELTT ccocovccsoocoocossosnsossosnosossancas 1 2

2. Yood or Dachine BROD ..c.covecccccoscscosnvenacsans

(")
&
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27. Which of these facilities are available at your school?
(CIRCLE AS MANY NUMBERS AS APPLY)

a. Indoor lounge for sStudents ccceeccscccscccssessansscasssacnes 1
b. Career information CENLET .eccscessvscccscscsssscascsccsccne 2
€. Occupational training CenLEr ..cccecessceccsccasaccscscasces 3
d. Media production facilities c..ccecececrcescscccscccscsscocss &
e. Remedial reading and/or remedial mathematics laboratory .... 5
£. Subject area resources centear(s)

other than central 1library cc.ccecoccccsccccecescsscscosssece 1L
g. Departmental offices cccceccocecccsrcccccosscescscscssccsccce 2
h. Teaching resources center for teachers' USe ..ccccececcevese 3
i. Child care or nursery school £acilify c.cececccccesscceseses &
j. Student cafeferia .cccccecescccsccscccscsesscscnsssestscnsans 9

SB029

29. A. Please indicate whether or not your school currently offers each of
the following programs to students. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

Offered ofgz:ed

8. Credit DY CONETACL ccccaccccscccccosssscssocas 2
b. Travel £0r CTedif c..cceeecccocsossccosssascans 3 4
¢. Off-campus work experience or

occupational training for credif .i.cececces 1 2
d. College Board Advanced Placement Courses ..... 3 4
e. Student exchange ProOgram .cccececcscsccccccsce 1 2
f. Alternative school program cc..csccsccccccscas 3 4
g. Special program for pregnant

girls or mothers ...ceccececocoscoccccsnsscs 1 2
h. Continuation SChOOl cceececvsccscscscssecsncas 3 4
i. Program for the gifted or talented ...cccoceas 1 2
jo Bilingual PIOGTEM veeeeeecescnsrcssesasoaccans 3 4
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Please iandicata whezher or not- this high school parcicipates or has
scudents who participate im each of the following fadarally assiscad

or f£iaanced programs.

(C12CLE ONE NUMBER ON EACE LINE)

School/Students Scho?l/Scuden:s
-y do(es) not
participace(s) sarticipate
2. Upward 3ound I 2
b. Talent Search 1 2
¢, GElemencary and Secoadary Education Act:
1. Ticle I (Sducation of children
of ecoucmically disadvantaged) 1 2
2. Tizle 1Vv-3 (Library and
learning rescurces) 1 2
3. Ticle IV-C (Zducational
icnovation and suppors) 1 2
4, Ticle IV-D (Supplementary
aducational csaters and
services) 1l 2
S. Tizle VII (3ilingual education) 1 2
6.  Ticle IX (Sthnic heritage scudies) 1 2
d. Iadian Sducacion Act i 2
e, Ezerzency School Aid Act
(desegregacion assiscance) 1 2
£. School A::is:aﬁ:a in
Tederally Afisctad Areas 1 2
g, Ccmpreheasive I=ployment and
Traiaing Adce (CZT4) 1 2
3. TVocatiomal Sducariom Acs of 1963:

!. Consumer and Scmemakisg Iduescion

~

2. Tocatioumal Iducatism 3asic FrogTams

e

&2

3. Tscaeiomal Iduzzszion sz
serions wizh special z2seds

§2

4. Cooperacive TVocational
fduzzeion Frogrim

[T

5, Siza Sczool Yocatiomal Zduecatiom
dorik=3gudy Jrszzm

.

[ ]

suaisr 0OTT

e

"
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SBO33

33. Please indicate whether or not your school uses each of the following
criteria to classify students as handicapped. (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON

EACH LINE)
Yes | No
Standard tests for evaluating specific handicaps ...... 1
Federal guidelines B2 0000000 OO D PO O SCOETHSOSATOELOSOIE
state guideline’ "...'.Ol..'........-Q.O‘.Q."‘.....'. 1 2
Judgments and observations of
school counselors and teachers ..cccccevcecccosccccces 1 2

SB034
34. How many students in your high school are classified as handicapped?
(IF NONE, WRITE "0")

Number of handicapped students:

3B035

35. How does your high school usually accommodate the following types of
handicapped students? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

Attend No stud
Attend some Attend o.:hut;g:s
regular | special { special "t e ;’
classes | and some| classes hanZ? 9 in
ouly regular only ;cai
i classes 3ch00,
a. Multiple handicapped 1 2 3 4
b. Trainable mentally retarded 1° 2 3 3
¢. Educable mentally retarded 1 2 3 4
d. Hard of hearing 1 2 3 4
e. Deaf 1 2 3 4
’ £. Deaf-blind 1 2 3 4
g. Sopeech impaired . L 2 3 &
h. Visually impaired 1 2 3 4
i. Emotionally disturbed 1 2 3 4
j. Orthopedically impaired 1 2 3 4
k. Other health impaired 1 2 3 4

1. Specific learniag
disabilities 1l 2 3

F &8
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39. ?Please indicate the size of your high school's staff in each of the
foliowing categories. (EZNTER NUMBER OR ZER0 ON EACE LINE)
Number of full-time
(or Zull-cine
eguivalent) versonnel

a. Assiszant principals and deans .ecceccrcoceces

b. cmelcr’ AR O TGO 00 800CCOV0 000G SEDHNECISIOSSOBO

c. classrom :aache:: 08 8690 CQICORO OSSP OO PVNSOEGSS

d. cnb.:iculm 3Peci‘li3:3 9090 E®PQBISOOLOSs OSSOSO O

e. Remedial specialists ..cececcccscccoccacssncas
2. Librarians/mediz 30ecialis®s .cccececccccencas

ESYChQIQgists LR R B R B BN R 2R JF I B BF A DR B N IC B B AL AL B BN B BRI BN I O N J

[ B ]

IeaChing iides LS IO ESEO0GOSPNECODOIDVDEEOO S

S:nden: :33Ch323 6004880009000 0N SIVROCEGADOOOS

il
L]

jo VOlunteﬂrS 2 € 0086008202000 HPISSAIPIERNCODCIEIOICEOELES

k‘ canc:ibu:gd 3&:?1:33 9000300060600 063CESESISBYIDOEESLES

ll secn:i:y zulrds 000 0600.9008 0000000000080 06s000

S54. Listed below are certain rules which some schools have. DPlease indicate
waether or not each is enforced in your hizh school. (CIRCLE ONE
NUMBER ON EACZ LINE)

YTes No

a. School grounds closed t£o students af luBeh coesceceocase 1 2
b. Students vespousible o the school

Zor property damag® ce.cccccccccccccacoecvoroccsosocs 3 4
€. Hall passes r2auired ..ccceccccceccscccrricotncrsccnnas 1 2
de "Yo smoking” TU1aS .iciiciciccccrtcsccccssncroacetaaannse é 4
e. 3ulses about student dTESS ....crcseccvicccscccssvenases : 2
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56.
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To what degree is each of these matters a problem in your high school?
(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER ON EACH LINE)

. , . Not
Serious | Moderata | Minmor at all

a. Student absentseism 1 2 3 4
b. Students' cutting classes 1 3 4
¢. Parents' lack of interest

in students' progress 1 2 3 4
d. Parents' lack of interest

in school matters 1 2 3
e. Teacher absenteeism 1 2 3
f. Teachers' lack of

coumitment or motivation 1 2 3
g. Physical conflicts among students 1 2 3
h. Conflicts between

students and teachers 1 2 3
i. Robbery or theft 1 2 3
j. Vandalism of school property 1 2 3
k. Student use of

drugs or aleohol B 1 2 3 -
l. Rape or attempted rape 1 2 3 4
m. tudent possession of weapons 1 2 3 4
f. Verbal abuse of teachers 1 2 3 4




Appendix C

The’comparisbns carried out in chapter 7 are described below in more
technical terms, to clarify the complexity that arises in the comparisoné.
Let

Xjp = behavior or school characteiistic j for student h

zyp, = background characteristic i for student h

Gok 0 if student h is not in an other private school,

1 if student is in an other private school

For each behavior or school characteristic j (j = 1, ..., 13 for seniors,

j =1, «¢o, 12 for sophomores), two sets of equations are'calculated, for the
public school sector (k = 1) and the private school sector (k = 2)., This is
altogether 50 equations (2 x 12 + 2 x 13 = 50).

17

= a +I b

X
e ik,

ki Zih T PykoSok t En (L
Because Gok = 0 for all students in the public sector, this term drops out of
the public sector equations.
Now let

z,, = the mean of background characteristic 1 taken over a set of

students denoted by the index £. 1In this analysis, only two

sets of students are used: £ =1 = Public school sophomores;

P
0
N
n

Catholic school sophomores.

then for table 7.2.1 and 7.2.4 we use equation (1) to calculate

>

L 7 _
R +ig1bjki 230 ¥ Pyao S0k ()




When k = 1 (public school equation), then 6ok =0, and k"= 1; when k = 2
(private school equation) and Gok = 0, then k= 2; when k = 2 and

60k = 1, then k”= 3.

This gives, for each grade level:

~

lez = the value of school or bghavioral characteristic j in a public
school (=1) for the average student from set L. (When 2 =1,
;jll for the sophomore equation is the same as 251’ the
average value of characteristic j for public school
sophomores.)

;jZZ = the value of school or behavioral characteristic j in a

Cat£olic school (=2) for the average student from set %.
(When & = 2, ;j22 for the sophomore equation is approkimately
the same as §52, the average value of characteristic j for
Catholic school sophomores.*)

xj32 = the value of school or beh;vioral characteristic j in an

other private school (=3) for the average student set &.

This can be seen to be equal to x +b

J2 j20°

In table 7.2.1, the numbers in the Catholic - Public column are
§ xj21 - lel' The numbers in the Other Private - Public columns are

~ A

%331 7 *j11°

*The full equality holds only if the interaction terms between Gok

and z; are zero - that is, if there is no interaction between the background

characteristics and the other private school characteristic j. 1In table 7.2.1
and 7.2.4, the values used for lel and Xj22 respectively are the actual

means szz and sz respectively.




In table 7.2.4, the numbers in the Catholic - Public column are

~

szz - Xj12' The numbers in the Other Private - Public columns. are

o

332 ~ *j12°
To obtain table 7.2.2 and 7.2.5, a regression equation was estimated

for each test score and each grade level, for the public sector.

Let

Yip = test score of student h in the public sector (=1).

7 & 30
b,, z +I b,,x,, te¢ (3)
170 1 B T 1 Tk T e

|
e}
+
M

Then in table 7.2.2, the numbers in the row for behavioral or school
characteristic j are obtained from the numbers in table 7.2.1 and the

regression coefficients from eq. (3) as follows:

871512 = P13 ®521 7 X10) q (4)
= achievement increment in public schools (=1) which have
a value for characteristic j equal to that found for the
average public school sophomore (=1) in Catholic schools (=2)
relative to the wvalue found for students of the same
background in public schools.
Ay 1a = b, (x ) (5
Y1513 = P13%531 T X5 )

achievement increment in public schools (=1) which have
a value for characteristic j equal to that found for the
average public school sophomore (=1) in other private

schools (=3) relative to the value found for students of

the same background in public schools.




In table 7.2.5, the numbers in the row for each behavioral or school
characteristic j are obtained from the number in table 7.2.4 and the

regression coefficients from equation (3) as follows:

*

51522 = P15 22 7 %412 | (6)
z achievement in public schools (=1) which have a value for

for characteristic j equal to that found for the average
Catholic school sophomore (=2) in Catholic schools (=2)
relative to the values found for students of the same
background in public schools.

by = b], ) 7

Y1323 7 P13 Y¥332 T Hy12

As is evident, various other comparisons could be made. The most prominent
would be that obtained from an equation analogous to equation (3), but for the
private sector, to give regression coefficients b;j and values for achievement
increments of A;ZjIZ’ A;2j13’ A;2j22’ A;2j23' This would show the effects of
these school characteristics in the private sector, while tables 7.2.2 and
7.2.5 show these effects only for the public sector. These comparisons are
given in a footnote in chapter 7.
It is useful to sketch in addition what an analysis with a fully

nested model would look like allowing for differing effects of background

characteristics in each school and differing effects of behavioral and school

*
characteristics.

*We would like to thank Ronald Thisted for his helpful comments and
suggestions in this section. :




Let

xkz(i(h))'= behavioral characteristic k of student h in school i in
sector £, or school characteristic k in sector % as

reported by student h (in school 1i).

Then the full equation for each of these characteristics k is

17
Xeadm) = % T % T ) +jilﬁk£j 20 (1)j

17
F B Frams T R@s! T fam) 8
Where
o = overall mean for school or behavioral characteristic
%y = sector effect on k with a mean of 0
% (i) =z school effect on k witb a mean of O within sector’z
Bkzj = average effect of background characteristic j on k in

sector £
Bkl(i)j = effect of background characteristics j on k in school i
in sector £ (mean of Bkl(i)j over 1 in sector & = 0)

individual deviation, identically and independently

th

€2 (h))

distributed with a mean 0 and variance 02

2(1)

Then the sector effect on achievement through the behavioral and school

characteristics k is found by:

13 17
Yo(i(h)) = AT Vo) T E Tk %t logy * op ()] *52 i ()
17 _ |
I M@ Feamns T ERws! T ram) S




where

Y5.(1(h))

<
x
1]

=
)
~
e
(g
!

>
Hi

‘(1)

tH

La(i(h))

test score of student h in school i in sector &
overall test mean

effect of sector 4 independent of behavioral and school

characteristics k (mean = 0)

£ school effect independent of behavioral and school

characteristics k (pean = 0 within sector &)

effect of behavior or school characteristics k on
achievement in sector £ .

effect of background characteristic j on achievement in
sector £

effect of background characteristics j on achievement in

school 1 in sector £ (mean of A over 1 in sector

L(1)3
2 = 0)

B

individual deviation, identically and independently

distributed with mean 0 and variance T22(1)~

With this model (which does not allow for any individual-level effects

of behavioral characteristics on homework, and does not allow for the effects

on achievement of interaction effects between background characteristics and

school characteristics), the effect of school sector % relative to school

sector £° on achievement through background characteristic k is given by

either of two quantities

|
=<
=
~~
wF
=
[=3
o
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The first of these quantities gives the effect on achievement in sector £ and
the second gives the effect on achievement in sector &”.

The number of schools makes this fully nested model not feasible to
estimate. It is probably true that the greatest différence between the fully
nested model and the model actually estimated lies in our use in equation (3)
of individual-level values of Xih in estimation of sector effects bij of
school or behavioral characteristic j on achievement in sector %, rather than
school means L + Oep + g (i) as given in equation (9) for estimation of
sector effects Yok of school or behavioral characteristic k on achievement in

sector L. The within-school variance in X5h will in general make bij greater

than the comparable Ylj'
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